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INTRODUCTION 

In  November  1980,  the  voters  of  Massachusetts  approved  Proposition  2\ 
by  an  overwhelming  margin,  altering  the  financial  base  and  ultimately, 
the  scope  of  government  in  this  state.  Although  all  the  rhetoric  and 
statistics  aenerated  by  proponents  and  opponents  of  the  referendum  have 
failed  to  assess  the  complete  impact  of  2%,  the  resultant  massive  tax 
reductions  have  clearly  forced  cities  and  towns  statewide  to  search 
intensively  for  new  sources  of  income.  Since  the  Reagan  Administration 
is  aggressively  cutting  Federal  aid,  and  since  Massachusetts  law  greatly 
limits  the  ability  of  local  communities  to  levy  taxes,  cities  and  towns 
have  increasingly  turned  to  the  State  for  relief  from  2%'s  harsher 
inequities.  State  aid  to  local  communities  emerged  as  one  of  the 
most  divisive  and  intractable  issues  durina  the  extended  and  freguently 
acrimonious  debate  which  surrounded  the  passage  of  the  Commonwealth's 
FY'32  budget.  The  Governor's  local  aid  proposal  was  quickly  rejected 
by  the  House  and  Senate  and  each  offered  its  own  local  aid  legislation. 
Eventually  a  Conference  Committee  forged  a  compromise  solution  which, 
unfortunately, failed  to  address  the  effects  of  2%  beyond  1982. 
Conseauently,  the  local  aid  question  promises  to  complicate  the  budnet 
process  for  the  foreseeable  future. 

The  City  of  Boston,  in  addition  to  experiencing  the  negative  impact  of  2.H, 
must  also  endure  the  problems  common  to  other  large  aging  urban  centers; 
declining  population,  deteriorating  physical  infrastructure,  increasing 
crime  and  continued  high  unemployment  (particularly  among  minorities). 
The  gravity  of  the  City's  fiscal  situation  is  aggravated  by  some 
complications  unique  to  Boston  includino  the  need  to  repay  commercial 
property  taxes  as  required  by  the  courts  in  the  "Tregor"  case,  and  the 
failure  of  2%  to  end  local  school  autonomy  in  Boston  (school  autonomy 
was  eliminated  in  all  other  Massachusetts  jurisdictions).  As  a  result, 
state  aid  assumes  a  position  of  heightened  importance  for  the  City  and 
has  become  a  crucial  component  of  its  neneral  fund  revenues  from  which 
most  of  Boston's  expenditures  are  budgeted. 

This  report  focuses  primarily  on  the  impact  of  state  aid  on  Boston  from 
FY  1980  to  FY  1982.  It  analyzes  trends  in  local  aid  levels  during  these 
three  years  and  examines  the  formulas  used  to  determine  the  distribution 
of  these  funds  among  the  various  cities,  towns  and  regional  districts  in 
the  Commonwealth.  The  consequences  of  declining  population  and  increasinn 
property  valuations  are  also  discussed.  Finally,  the  report  analyzes  the 
appropriations  history,  objectives  and  legislative  authorizations  of  the 
individual  aid  programs  from  which  Boston  receives  assistance. 
Presenting  this  information  should  serve  two  purposes.  First,  it  should 
offer  some  insight  into  the  generally  complex  process  by  which  this 
critical  interaction  between  the  City  and  the  State  is  accomplished. 
Second  and  more  importantly,  this  analysis  should  underscore  some  of  the 
hazards  of  developing  an  excessive  reliance  on  state  aid  as  a  means  for 
Boston  to  fund  its  municipal  services.  Recent  increases  in  the  appropria- 
tions for  local  aid  should  not  obscure  the  absolute  necessity  of  designing 


and  implementing  meaningful  tax  reform.     The  long-term  health  of  the 
Commonwealth  and  its  cfties  and  towns  can  be  attained  and  maintained 
only  through  the  enactment  of  measures  which  allow  governments,  at 
the  State  and  local   levels,  to  generate  sufficient  revenues  from 
income-raising  methods  which  are  equitable  and  consistent. 

Section  I  of  this  report  presents  the  historical  and  procedural   back- 
ground of  the  local  aid  system  and  analyzes  state  aid  trends  from  FY'80 
to  FY'82,  concentrating  specifically  on  the  formula  process  and  variables 
which  determine  the  impact  of  this  aid  on  Boston.     Section  II  describes 
the  individual  aid  programs  and  finally,  Section  III  describes  the 
assessment  programs  by  which  the  City  is  charged  for  certain  services 
which  are  provided  by  other  governmental   bodies. 


n 


SECTION  I 


ANALYSIS  OF  BOSTON'S  CHERRY  SHEET  AID 


ANALYSIS  OF  BOSTON'S  CHERRY  SHEET  AID 


THE  CHERRY  SHEET:  RECEIPTS  AND  ASSESSMENTS 

State  aid  transfers  are  accounted  for  in  the  so-called  "Cherry  Sheets" 
which  are  sent  annually  to  cities,  towns  and  regional  districts.  According 
to  statute,  the  Cherry  Sheet  must  be  transmitted  by  March  1,  although  this 
deadline  is  rarely  observed  since  the  aid  funding  levels  are  actually 
established  in  the  state  budget-making  process  which  freouently  extends 
into  July  and  beyond.  The  Cherry  Sheet  derives  its  name  from  the  pink 
color  of  the  large,  single  sheets  of  paper,  upon  which  it  was  originally 
printed.  The  sheet  notifies  local  communities  of  the  state  aid  which  they 
will  receive  during  the  next  fiscal  year  and  it  also  indicates  the 
assessments  or  charges  for  which  cities  and  towns  must  reimburse  the 
State  for  the  costs  incurred  in  the  operation  of  programs  which  primarily 
benefit  local  communities.  Cities  and  towns  are  further  obligated  to 
share  the  operational  and  debt  costs  of  such  agencies  as  the  Metropolitan 
District  Commission  (MDC)  and  the  Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation 
Authority  (MBTA).  Prior  to  1974,  the  Cherry  Sheet  listed  state  aid 
(also  referred  to  as  receipts,  reimbursements  and  distributions)  on 
the  right  side  of  the  ledger  and  assessments  on  the  left.  However, 
Chapter  492  of  the  Acts  of  1974  simplified  the  process  and  now  the 
Cherry  Sheet  is  actually  tv/o  forms,  a  green  one  which  lists  receipts 
and  a  pink  one  which  lists  assessments.  The  forms  list  reimbursements 
which  cover  costs  incurred  by  local  communities  during  the  previous  year 
and  assessments  which  are  due  the  State  for  costs  also  incurred  the 
previous  vear.  Appendix  I  contains  a  sample  copy  of  the  receipts 
side  of  the  Cherry  Sheet  and  Appendix  II  contains  a  sample  of  the 
assessments  form.  Both  forms  are  sent  to  local  property 
assessors  to  be  used  in  the  determination  of  the  property  tax  rate. 

General  Fund  and  Offset  Items 

Most  reimbursements  are  considered  general  revenue  and  are  added  to  the 
recipient  community's  General  Fund  from  which  most  operating  expenditures 
are  budgeted.  However,  there  are  seven  programs,  referred  to  as  "offset 
items"  which  are  reserved  for  the  funding  of  specifically  designated 
activities  and  placed  directly  into  the  accounts  of  the  community's 
agency  responsible  for  the  operation  of  these  activities.  Offset  items 
bypass  the  General  Fund  entirely  and  are  not  considered  in  the  process  of 
setting  the  property  tax  rate.  Of  the  seven  programs,  Boston  has  received 
aid  from  six  between  FY '80  and  FY '82;  the  City  receives  no  funds  from  the 
"Racial  Imbalance"  reimbursement  offset  item. 


The  City's  offset  receipts  are  shown  in  Table  1 

Table  1 


OFFSET  ITEMS  RECEIVED 
— 57 


BOSTON  FrSO-FY'82 


FY '80 

FY '81 

FY '82 

Regional  Pub!  ic 
Lihraries* 

$  1,521,850 

$  2,123,768 

$  2,425,052 

Public  Libraries* 

239,245 

318,993 

281,497 

Magnet  Education** 

1,400,000 

1,055,000 

800,000 

Equal  Education 

Improvement  Fund** 

4,352,400 

4,350,000 

4,628,400 

School   Lunch  Program** 

405,742 

407,910 

330,958 

Elderly  Lunch  Program** 

702 

1,077 

0 

TOTAL  OFFSET  ITEMS  $  7,919,939  $  8,256,748         $  8,465,907 

*Received  by  the  Boston  Public  Library 
**Received  by  the  Boston  School  Department 


Offset  items  accounted  for  approximately  4%  of  Boston's  total    FY'82  receipts, 

BOSTON'S  CHERRY  SHEET  RECEIPTS  AND 'ASSESSMENTS 

Boston  is  awarded  most  of  its  state  aid  through  the  Cherry  Sheet  process, 
although  the  City  also  receives  discretionary  funds  and  Federal   "pass- 
through"  money  from  the  State  which  is  not  entered  on  the  Cherry  Sheets 
(and  is  therefore  not  considered  in  this  analysis).  The  City's  total    State 
aid  receipts   (excluding  all   offset  items)   between  FY'80  and  FY'82  are 
displayed  in  exhibit  A. 
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EXHIBIT  A 


BOSTOB'S    CHEEK*    SHEET   RECEIPTS :    FT'aO-FT'32 


(all   tLqur—  at*  In  will  Ion* 
of  dollars) 


232.5 

194.1              199-1 

- 

FY    1980         FY    1981         FY    1982 
(Includes   offset    items) 

The  FY'82  increase  resulted  from  the  State's  efforts  to  counteract  the 
negative  effects  of  2%  on  cities  and  towns;  most  of  the  new  aid  was 
channeled   through  two  programs,   the  Local   Aid-Additional   Assistance 
Fund   (increased  by  ."5205  million  from  FY'81  to  FY'82  statewide)  and  the 
Transportation  of  Pupils  program   (increased  by  $21  million  statewide  for 
FY'82).     These  supplements  accounted  for  most  of  the  City's  increased  aid 
receipts  from  FY'81  to  FY'82.     However,  as  Table  2  shows,  although  state- 
wide local   aid  was  increased  by  almost  19.5%  from  FY'81  to  FY'82,   Boston's 
receipts  increased  by  only  16.8%. 

TABLE  2 

BOSTON'S  RECEIPTS  COMPARED 


TO  TOTAL   STATEWIDE  RECEIPTS 
FY'80-FY'82 


(dollar  figures  are  in  millions) 


%  Change                                          %  Change 
Total                    from                     Total  from 

Boston                Previous  .            Statewide            Previous 
Receipts Year Receipts Year 


Boston  Receipts  as  a 
Percentage  of  Total 
Statewide  Receiots 


FY'80  $  194.1 
FY'81  199.0 
FY'82       232.5 


+2.5% 
+16.8% 


1,296.1 
1,288.9 
1,539.9 


— 

15.0% 

-  0.6% 

15.4% 

+19.5% 

15.1% 
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Furthermore,  Boston's  share  of  statewide  Cherry  Sheet  reimbursements 
actually  decreased  between  FY' 81  and  FY' 82  from  15.4%  to  15.1%  and 
has  shown  minimal  growth  since  FY'80  when  the  City's  share  was  15.0%. 

The  formula  process  used  to  allocate  state  aid  and  the  resulting  complex 
interaction  of  formula  criteria  are  largely  responsible  for  Boston's 
inability  to  increase  its  local  aid  relative  to  other  cities  and  towns. 
This  will   be  discussed  in  greater  depth  below  in  the  section  on  Cherry 
Sheet  formulas. 

At  the  same  time,  Boston's  assessments  have  also  increased  from  $44.0 
million   in  FY'80  to  $47.5  million  in  FY'81   to  $49.7  million  in  FY'82,  as 
can  be  seen  in  Exhibit  B. 


EXHIBIT 

B 

BOSTON'S    CHEEKY  SHEET 

ASSESSMENTS 

FY'SO-FT'82 

Call   figures   are  in  millions  of   dollars) 


S44.0 

S47.S 

349.7 

' 

Yet  throughout  these  three  years,   statewide  assessments  have  increased  at 
a  faster  rate  than  have  Boston's  assessments  and  Boston's  share  of  all 
assessments  has  actually  declined  from  19.3%   in  FY'80  to  18.4%  in  FY*81   to 
18.0%  in  FY'82,   as  can  be  seen  in  Table  3. 


TABLE  3 


BOSTON'S  ASSESSMENTS 
TO  TOTAL   STATEWIDE  AS 
FY'80-FY'82 

COMPARED 
ISESSHOITS 

(dollar  figures  are  in  millions! 

Total 

Boston 

Assessment 

%  Change 

from 
Previous 

Year 

Total 
Statewide 

Assessment 

%  Change 

from 
Previous 

Year 

Boston  Assessment  as  a 
Percentage  of  the  Total 

Statewide  ^ssessrent 

FY'80 

%  44.0 

228.5 

• 

19/5% 

FY '81 

47.5 

+8. OS 

258.2 

+13.0% 

18.4% 

FY' 82 

49.7 

+4.6% 

275.8 

■ 

+6.8% 

18.0% 

THE  STATE  AID  COMPONENT  OF  BOSTON'S  GENERAL  REVENUES 


The  General  Fund  is  of  part 
source  of  the  City's  operat 
services  expected  by  Boston 
(property  and  motor  vehicle 
of  the  General  Fund.  In  FY 
revenue,  increasing  to  60% 
share  declined  to  52%  in  FY 
are  the  next  largest  contri 
of  general  revenue  in  FY '80 


icular  importance  because  it  is  the  primary 
ing  expenditures  for  most  of  the  municipal 
's  residents.  Revenue  raised  by  taxation 
excise  taxes)  remains  the  largest  component 
'80,  taxes  accounted  for  57%  of  general 
in  FY'81.  Due  to  2%  cuts  in  both  taxes,  this 
'82.  Reimbursements  received  from  the  State 
butor  to  the  General  Fund,  representing  25% 
22%  in  FY'81  and  28%  in  FY*82. 
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Exhibit  C  illustrates  the  several  componerts  of  Boston's  General  Fund. 

EXHIBIT  C 


TOTAL  GEHERAL  REVENUES 


Cherry  Sheet  Receipts 
(exclude*  offset  lcesa) 


Revenue  Sharing    f Federal) 

Departmental    Income 
Health  and  Hospitals 

Tnnaa 
Miscellaneous   Inctm** 


Property  Tax 

Motor  Vehicle  Excise  Tax 


COMP0NEHT5  OF  BOSTON'S 
GENERAL  FUHD  REVENUES 

FY'80-r;'a2 


S750.1 


3115.9 
15% 


S425.3 
57Z 


Ft'80 


(dollar  figures  are  In  millions) 
(□ercentaqes    and   totals   mav 
not  add  dua  fcn  rounding) 
S852.2 

S813.8 


S190.8 
22Z 


$224.0 
28Z 


aiae  a 


$130.7 
15Z 


S508.9 
60Z 


$146.3 
18Z 


$421.6 
52Z 


FT'Sl 


FY' 82 


♦Includes   Income  from  Schools,    County, Parking  Meters   and  a  $9.4  million  backpayment 
from  the  State   in  FY'81   for  construction  of  schools  which  was  not   entered  on   the 
Cherry  Sheet.  , 


Despite  2%  reductions,  Boston  is  still  highly  dependent  on  tax-based 
revenue,  yet  state  aid  is  an  increasingly  important  component  of  the  City's 
financial  base;  more  than  a  quarter  of  Boston's  FY'82  general  revenue  was 
derived  from  Cherry  Sheet  reimbursements. 


Nevertheless,  when  compared  to  national  and  statewide  averages,  Boston's 
state  aid  is  relatively  low.  In  FY'78  (the  most  recent  year  such  data 
were  available)  local  governments  (cities,  towns,  regional  districts,  etc.) 
nationally  received  58%  of  their  locally  raised  general  revenue  from  state 
aid  and  local  governments  in  Massachusetts  received  35%  of  their  general 
revenue  from  the  State.  In  comparison, the  state  aid  component  of  Boston's 
general  revenues  has  ranged  from  19%  in  FY'78  to  28%  in  FY'82.  This  is 
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displayed  in  Exhibit  D  which  compares  Boston's  state  aid  receipts  to  the 
statewide  and  national  averages. 

EXHIBIT  D 


STATE   AID   AS   A   PERCEBTACE 
SBAPP   OP  LOCAUX    RAISED     ■ 
REVENUE:    UNITED    STATES. 
MASSAmOSETTS  AMD  CUT 
OF   BOSTOB 


581 

351 

251 


United 
Statu 

Average 


Maaaachu- 
aetts 

Average 


Boston 
(excludes  offset    items) 


U.S.   Advisory  CossUsslon  of 


Significant  Features  of  Fiscal  Pedsralian.    1979-1980: 

on  Intergovarn— ii  i  ■  I  JTs  1  sl  longa— 

Annual  Financial  Report:   Cltr  of  Boston  and  County  of  Suffolk. 

FY'  79   figure  also   Includes   $28. 1  iUHnn   reimbursed  to  the  City  by  the  Stats 

for  Suffolk  County  costs  which  vera  noc  entered  on  the  Cherry  Sheet. 

Comparison  of  FT'Sl   and  FY'82  Tax  Rates:    City  of  Boston,   Offlcs  of  Managnent  and 

Budget.      FT'ai    figure  also   Includes   39.4  million  reimbursed  to   the  City  by   the 

Stste  aa  backpaynent   for  school  construction  costs  which  were  not   entered  on   the 

Cherry  Sheet. 


Although  state  aid  has  become  increasingly  important  to  Boston,   it  still 
comprises  a  significantly  smaller  share  of  locally  raised  general   revenues 
than  it  does  for  most  other  local  governments  throughout  Massachusetts  and 
the  United  States.     The  State's  reluctance  to  increase  local   aid  on  a 
consistent  basis  has  contributed  to  the  over-reliance  which  cities  and 
towns  in  Massachusetts  place  on  the  property  tax.     To  a  large  extent  this 
over-reliance  and  the  resulting  high  property  taxes  instigated  the  passage 
of  Zh, 
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THE  FORMULA  PROCESS 

The  size  of  an  individual  community's  reimbursements  or  assessments  is 
determined  on  a  formula  basis.  A  broad  array  of  criteria  are  considered 
in  the  formulas  which  distribute  state  funds  among  cities  and  towns. 
The  reimbursement  formulas  are  designed  (at  least  theoretically)  to  convey 
state  aid  to  the  communities  most  in  need  of  assistance  in  providing 
necessary  public  services.  On  the  other  hand,  assessment  formulas  attempt 
to  allot  charges  against  communities  according  to  their  use  of  the  partic- 
ular services  or  according  to  their  ability  to  absorb  proportionate  shares 
of  service  costs.   Since  the  formulas  seek  to  measure  such  factors  as 
financial  need,  ability  to  pay  and  service  use,  the  dominant  criteria  are 
variations  of  population  and  community  wealth.  Generally  a  community's 
need  for  certain  services  and  capacity  to  bear  their  costs  is  related  to 
the  size  and  characteristics  of  the  population  which  requires  them;  larger 
populations  usually  increase  service  demand  and  service  costs. 

Conseauently,  many  state  aid  formulas  evaluate  the  size  of  the  general 
population  of  the  community  or  the  size  of  the  population  which  uses  or 
benefits  from  the  particular  service.  For  example,  most  education  reim- 
bursements are  based  on  some  form  of  specific  public  school  enrollment 
size  (such  as  the  total  number  of  pupils,  or  the  number  of  pupils  requir- 
ing special  education  services,  bilingual  language  instruction,  transpor- 
tation to  and  from  school  or  subsidized  school  lunches).  Other  reimburse- 
ments such  as  the  Lottery  Distribution  and  Local  Aid-Additional  Assistance 
consider  the  size  of  a  community's  general  population  relative  to  other 
cities  and  towns  and  disburse  aid  to  communities  with  larger  populations. 

Since  it  is  intended  that  poorer  communities  receive  higher  levels  of 
state  aid,  many  formulas  attempt  to  assess  community  wealth.  The  value  of 
a  community's  property  is  most  often  used  to  evaluate  community  wealth;  aid 
is  increased  to  those  cities  and  towns  with  low  property  valuations. 
Until  recent  years,  many  communities  maintained  property  valuation  assess- 
ments artifically  low  to  keep  tax  rates  down  and  also  to  maximize  state 
aid  receipts.  In  order  to  obtain  more  accurate  information  about  the  value 
of  property,  the  State  began  basing  reimbursements  on  "equalized  valuation" 
which  is  intended  to  provide  a  basis  for  determining  the  relative  value  of 
real  property  for  each  municipality  in  the  Commonwealth.  To  accomplish 
this,  the  Massachusetts  Tax  Commission  utilizes  an  extremely  complex 
process  of  comparing  actual  real  property  sales  to  local  assessments  to 
arrive  at  a  real  property  dollar  value  -  the  equalized  valuation. 
According  to  statute,  the  Tax  Commission  must  issue  equalized  valuation 
estimates  on  January  1  of  every  even  numbered  year  and  cities  and  towns  are 
then  permitted  to  challenge  the  accuracy  of  these  estimates  before  the 
Appellate  Tax  Board.  For  the  reimbursement  formulas  which  use  equalized 
valuations  or  local  assessment  based  property  valuations,  high  values  tend 
to  reduce  state  aid  receipts.  Among  the  reimbursement  programs  which  in- 
clude equalized  valuation  are  Chapter  70  School  Aid,  the  Lottery  Distribu- 
tion and  the  Local  Aid-Additional  Assistance  Fund. 
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For  several  reimbursements,  cities  and  towns  are  reimbursed  for  a  certain 
designated  percentage  share  of  the  program  costs.  Veterans'  Benefits  and 
several  of  the  education  reimbursements  (Construction  of  School  Projects, 
Transportation  of  Pupils,  etc.)  are  determined  in  this  way.  Lastly,  some 
formula  criteria  are  specific  to  the  reimbursements  to  which  they  apply 
(Highway  Fund,  Urban  Development  Corporation  Excise). 

Assessment  formulas  consider  similar  criteria.  The  State  assesses 
communities  for  a  proportionate  share  of  costs  it  has  incurred  in  operating 
services  for  cities  and  towns  (such  as  the  State  Supervision  of  Retirement 
Systems,  Health  Insurance  for  Elderly  Government  Retirees).  The  assessments 
for  Air  Pollution  Control  Districts,  Mosquito  Control  Projects  and  Metropol- 
itan Parks  are  determined  according  to  equalized  valuation  and  population. 
The  MBTA  assessment  utilizes  a  formula  which  also  considers  such  factors  as 
ridership  levels  and  service  use. 

Formula  criteria  are  rarely  isolated;  reimbursements  and  assessments  are 
determined  by  the  interaction  between  formula  criteria  and  frequently, 
several  different  factors  are  considered  in  a  single  formula.  With  very 
few  exceptions,  formulas  are  not  absolute;  a  community's  share  of  reimburse- 
ments or  assessments  will  vary  only  if  its  formula  factors  change  relative 
to  other  cities  and  towns.  Finally,  reimbursement  levels  are  subject  to  the 
appropriation  levels  established  in  the  budget  process.  Cities  and  towns 
will  receive  only  their  formula  determined  share  of  available  funds;  if 
appropriations  are  too  low,  communities  would  receive  pro-rated  shares 
rather  than  the  full  shares  to  which  they  would  normally  be  entitled. 
Only  the  Lottery  Distribution,  Highway  Fund  and  Urban  Redevelopment  Corpor- 
ation Excise  are  funded  by  revenues  other  than  budget  appropriations. 
These  are  therefore  not  subject  to  the  same  restrictions  as  are  the  other 
reimbursements.  Appendix  III  lists  the  City's  formula  factors. 

THE  EFFECT  OF  POPULATION  AND  PROPERTY  VALUE  FLUCTUATION  ON  BOSTON'S 
SlAlb  AID  " 

As  discussed  above,  local  population  levels  and  property  values  are  the 
predominant  variables  in  the  formula  process.  In  fact,  of  the  5232.5  million 
which  will  be  received  by  Boston  in  FY'82,  $192.3  million  or  83%  is  allocated 
wholly  or  partially  according  to  these  two  variables.  Three  of  the  largest 
receipt  programs,  Chapter  70  School  Aid,  Local  Aid-Additional  Assistance  and 
the  Lottery  Distribution,  are  disbursed  in  this  way.  Of  the  549. 7  million 
in  assessments  charged  to  Boston  in  FY'82,  $48.1  million  or  97%  is  levied 
partly  on  the  basis  of  local  population  or  property  values.  Clearly, 
fluctuations  in  these  two  variables  greatly  influence  reimbursement  and 


assessment  levels.     Table  4  lists  the  Cherry  Sheet  reimbursements 

received  by  and  the  assessments  charged  to  Boston  in  FY'82  which 
consider  these  factors. 

TABLE  4 

CHERRY  SHEET  REIMBURSEMENTS  AND'  ASSESSMENTS 
WHICH  FACTOR  POPULATION  AND/OR  PROPERTY 
VALUES  AS  FORMULA  CRITERIA 
FY '82  FUNDING  LEVELS 

Reimbursements 

Loss  of  Taxes,  State  Owned  Land  $       1,070,710 

Loss  of  Taxes,  All   Abatements  1,254,513 

Chapter  70  School  Aid  (includes  90,637,448 

Adjustments   for  1979-1980) 

Regional   Public  Libraries  2,425,052 

Construction  of  School   Projects  15,227,093 

Public  Libraries  281,497 

Local   Aid-Additional  Assistance  56,708,275 

Lottery  Fund  1?,?«'«! 

Highway  Fund  1,136,968 

Urban  Redevelopment  Corporation  13,131,400 
Excise 

TOTAL:  $  192,348,325 
Assessments 

Mosquito  Control   Projects  86,967 

Air  Pollution  Control   Districts  46,668 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  98,481 

Suffolk  County  Coop.   Extension  Service  237,289 

Metropolitan  Parks  4,175,879 

MBTA  43,449,386 

Boston  Metropolitan  District  Expenses  5,435 

TOTAL  S       48,100,105 
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jn's  population  has  steadily  declined  during  the  last  several   decades. 
jen  1950  and  1980,  according  to  Federal    censuses,   the  City's  population 


Bostoi 
Between 

decreased  by  approximately  30%,  and  since  the  State  census     conducted   in 
1975,   the  City's  population  has  decreased  by  almost  12%.     Exhibit  E  dis- 
plays Boston's  population  trends  since  1950.     Appendix   IV  lists  the 
census  results  from  1950  to  1Q80. 


EXHIBIT  E 


BOSTON'S    POPULATION: 
1950-1980 
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Furthermore,  as  Boston's  population  has  decreased,  its  property  values 
have  increased,  as  can  be  seen  in  Exhibit  F.  Between  1972  and  1980 
(the  most  recent  year  that  the  Tax  Commission  issued  equalized  valuation 
estimates)  the  City's  equalized  valuation  has  increased  bv  148%  from 
$2.1  billion  to  $5.2  billion.  Since  1978,  these  valuations  have  increased 
by  37%.  The  extensive  construction  of  new  buildings  and  the  rehabilitation 
of  existing  structures  are  primarily  responsible  for  this  escalation  in 
property  values.  Appendix  V  lists  these  equalized  lvalues  in  these  years. 

EXHIBIT  F 


BOSTON'S   EQUALIZED  VALUATIONS:    1972-1980 
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The  potential    impact  of  declining  population  and  increasing  property  values 
on  Boston  is  evident.     The  formulas  channel   aid  to  poorer  communities  - 
those  with  high  population  and  low  property  values.     Even  though  Boston's 
Cherry  Sheet  reimbursements  increased  dramatically  between  FY'81   and  FY'82, 
the  City's  share  of  statewide  aid  decreased.     This  was  largely  due  to  pop- 
ulation loss  and  property  value  gains  which  were  reflected  in  the  1980  census 
figures  and  equalized  valuation  estimates  used  to  allocate  FY'82  reimburse- 
ments.    The  effect  of  fluctuations  in  these  two  variables  can  best  be  illus- 
trated by  examining  Boston's  share  of  the  Lottery  Fund  distribution  since 
1978. 
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The  Lottery  formula   is  as  follows: 


Equalized  Valuation  per  person   (state)        . 
$10  X  Equalized  Valuation  per  person   (local)  x    (local    Population) 


In  this  formula,  these  two  criteria  can  be  isolated  and  Exhibit  G   indicates 
that  Boston's  share  of  the  statewide  Lottery  distribution  has  decreased 
since  FY'78  from  17.6%  to  13.4%  in  FY'82. 

EXHIBIT  g 

BOSTON'S    SHABE  OF  THE  LOTTERY   FPND: 
TT'78— FY'82 
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The  Lottery  formula  was  also  employed  to  distribute  Local  Aid-Additional 
Assistance  funds  in  FY'82,  the  prime  source  of  relief  for  local  communit- 
ies from  Zh.     However,  unlike  the  Lottery  distribution  formula,  the  Local 
Aid-Additional  Assistance  formula  permitted  cities  and  towns  (including 
Boston)  which  had  challenged  the  accuracy  of  the  1980  Federal  census  to 
substitute  the  1975  State  census  figures  for  the  1980  figures. 
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However,  the  sharply  increased  1980  equalized  valuations  were  also 
factored  into  this  formula  and  as  a  result,  although  Boston's  Addi- 
tional Assistance  reimbursement  increased  dramatically  in  absolute 
dollar  terms  in  FY'82,  the  City's  share  of  the  statewide  distribution 
declined.     The  decrease  was  from  17.5%  in  FY'81  to  16.3%  in  TVh8Z, 
a  significantly  smaller  reduction  than  occurred  in  the  Lottery 
Distribution.     Beinn  permitted  to  substitute  the  1975  population 
levels  mitigated  to  a  large  extent  the  effects  of  Boston's  increased 
valuations.     Yet,   it  is  unlikely  that  once  the  court  challenges  to  the 
198D  census  are  resolved,  communities  will   be  allowed  to  continue 
using  the  results  of  the  1975  State  census. 

Increasing  property  values  could  also  serve  to  rdduce  the  City*s  receipts 
for  some  other  reimbursements  such  as  Loss  of  Taxes  for  State  Owned  Land; 
Elderly  Persons' s  Abatements  and  Blind  Persons'  Abatements.     These  are 
based  on  assessed  property  values  yet  the  funding  levels  are  subject  to 
appropriation.     Unless  the  State  updates  its  property  yalue  estimates  and 
maintains  adequate  funding  levels,  reimbursements  under  these  programs 
will   not  reflect  escalating  property  values.     Consequently,   the  City 
may  not  be  fully  reimbursed  for  abatements  which  it  is  legally  obligated 
to  qrant  to  eligible  citizens. 

Clearly,  population  loss  and  increasing  property  values  loom  as  serious 
and  persistent  threats  to  the  City's  reimbursement  and  assessment  levels. 

CHERRY  SHEET  AID  AND  THE  STATE   BUDGET 

Table  5  compares  the  growth  of  statewide  Cherry  Sheet  aid  to  that  of  the 
state  budget  since  FY'78. 

TABLE  5 


THE  RELATIONSHIP  OF 
CHERRY  SHEET  AID  TO 
STATE  EXPENDITURES 


(dollar  figures  are  in  billions) 


Total 

Statewide 

Cherry  Sheet 

Aid 

%   Change 

from 
Previous 

Year 

Total 

State 

Expenditures 

(budqeted) 

%  Change 

from 
Previous 

Year 

Statewide 

Cherry  Sheet  Aid 

as  a  Percentage  of 

State  Expenditures 

FY'78 

$  .888 

__ 

$  4.449 

__ 

20.0% 

FY '79 

1.117 

+25.8% 

5.140 

+15.5% 

21.7% 

FY '80 

1.29.6 

+15.9% 

5.702 

+10.9% 

22.7% 

FY '81 

1.289 

-  0.5% 

6.103 

+7.0% 

21.1% 

FY'82 

1.540 

+19.5% 

6.334 

+3.8% 

24.3% 

Source:  Massachusetts  Taxpayers  Foundation 
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Between  1978  and  1982,   state  aid  has   increased  by  73%  while  the  state 
budget  has  increased  by  only  42%.     Since  FY'8l,  reimbursements  have 
risen  by  19.5%  while  the  state  budget  has  grown   by  only  3.8%. 
Consequently,   Cherry  Sheet  aid  has  increased  as  a   share  of  the 
total    state  budget  since  FY' 78  from  20.0%  to  24.3%  in  FY '82. 
Unfortunately,  while  continued  mandated  2h  reductions  will    increase  the 
pressure  to  augment  local   aid,  the  State  may  not  possess  the  financial 
resources  to  meet  those  needs.     In  recent  years,  Massachusetts  has  not 
experienced  significant  surpluses  from  which  to  fund  increased  state  aid; 
in  fact  the  FY'81    budget  required  a  deficiency  appropriation  to  cover 
obligated  expenditures.     In  addition,  the  demands  of  other  state  programs 
(prison  construction,   social   welfare,   etc.)  combined  with  the  direct  and 
indirect  effects  of  Federal   aid  cuts  will   further  drain  the  State's 
resources.     Thus  it  may  be  unrealistic  for  cities  and  towns  to  expect 
significantly  increased  local   aid  beyond  FY'82. 


MAJOR  RECEIPTS 

Although  Boston  receives  distributions 
Sheet  reimbursement  programs,  aid  from 
of  the  City's  total  receipts.  Exhibit 
programs  from  FY' 80  to  FY* 82. 

EXHIBIT 


BOSTON'S   MAJOR   RECEIPTS 
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Exhibit  I  indicates  the  percentage  share  each  of  these  programs  represented 
of  Boston's  total  FY' 82  receipts. 

EXHIBIT  I 


.  BOSTON'S    MAJOR  RECEIPTS   AS 
Ar. PERCENTAGE  SHAKE  OF  THE 
CITY'S   TOTAL  RECEIPTS:    FY '82 


TRANS.    OF   PUPILS 


TOTAL-  BOSTON '  S_MAJQR_  REEZIEXSi-  $213,520,991 

TOTAL-  B0ST0NiS_E3'_&2_EECEIEIS-i  $232,514,960 
MAJOR  REC-IPTS  AS_A_PJ5BCEJJ1AGX_ 

OF  TOTAL  RECEIPTS.:                     r  92. 8Z 


Brief  discriptions  of  these  receipts  follow: 
A.   CHAPTER  70  SCHOOL  AID 


Chapter  70  represents  the  largest  Cherry  Sheet  reimbursement. 
The  purpose  of  the  program  is  to  provide  cities,  towns  and  regional 
school   districts  with  general   financial  assistance  to  promote  the 
equalization  of  the  burden  of  school   costs  and  to  reduce  reliance 
on  the  property  tax  to  fund  these  costs.     Boston's  FY'82  receipts 
of  $90.6  million  declined  from  FY'81's  level   of  $94.0  million. 
It  is  difficult  to  explain  this  reduction  because  the  Chapter  70 
formula  considers  a  broad  array  of  variables  and  is  extremely  complex. 
However  since  this  reimbursement  is  intended  to  prcvide  increased  aid 
for  poorer  communities  with  relatively  high  public  school   enrollments 
and  low  property  values,   it  is  likely  that  Boston's  increased  equal- 
ized valuation  and  declining  public  enrollments  are  responsible  for 
the  3.6%  decrease  in  Chapter  70  aid  between  FY ' 81  and  FY'80. 
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The  City's  share  of  statewide  Chapter  70  receipts  has  decreased  from 
13.1%  in  FY' 81    to  12.7%   in  FY'82. 

B.  LOCAL  AID-ADDITIONAL  ASSISTANCE 

This  reimbursement  formed  the  foundation  of  the  State's  efforts  to 
reduce  the  effects  of  lh  on  cities  and  towns.  The  Local  Aid- 
Additional  Assistance  provides  cities  and  towns  with  additional 
fiscal  resources  to  aid  in  the  delivery  of  public  services.  It  also 
proved  to  be  the  most  controversial  aid  program.  Using  the  Lottery 
formula  instead  of  a  method  which  related  aid  to  the  magnitude  of 
7h   losses  caused  some  communities  to  receive  disportionately  large 
or  small  Additional  Assistance  receipts.  A  further  complication 
was  provided  by  the  legislature's  inclusion  of  a  clause  which  tied 
all  of  Boston's  receipts  to  its  maintance  of  1980  public  safety 
manning  and  facility  levels.  The  City  challenged  the  legality  of 
that  clause  since  it  singled  Boston  out  specifically;  on  December 

15,  1981,  the  Massachusetts  Supreme  Judicial  Court  invalidated  the 
entire  Local  Aid-Additional  Assistance  reimbursement.  The  Court 
ruled  that  the  Leaislature  had  violated  the  Home  Rule  provisions  of  the 
State  Constitution  by  attempting  to  dictate  Boston's  service  appro- 
priations. To  forestall  further  debate,  especially  over  the  formula 
issue,  the  Legislature  enacted  new  authorizing  legislation  on  December 

16,  1981  which  deleted  the  offending  passage.  Consequently,  the 
$348  million  in  aid  will  still  be  allocated  according  to  the  Lottery 
formula  as  originally  enacted.  Boston  will  receive  approximately 
$56.7  million  in  FY'82,  an  increase  of  127%  from  the  1981  receipt 

of  $25.0  million.  Nevertheless,  as  discussed  earlier,  Boston's 
share  of  the  statewide  appropriation  declined  since  FY' 81 ,  reflecting 
the  effects  of  the  City's  increasing  property  values. 

C.  TEACHERS'  PENSIONS 

The  City  is  reimbursed  annually  by  the  State  for  the  portion  of  the 
City's  annual  pension  contributions  paid  to  retired  teachers. 
The  FY'82  reimbursement  provided  Boston  with  $20  million,  (an  incre- 
ase of  13%  over  FY'81's  $17.7  million. 


D.  CONSTRUCTION  OF  SCHOOL  PROJECTS 

The  State  reimburses  communities  for  designated  percentage  shares  of 
the  construction  and  interest  costs  incurred  in  school  construction, 
subject  to  certain  limitations.  Boston  will  receive  $15.2  million 
from  this  program  a  decrease  of  18%  from  the  FY' 81  funding  level  of 
$18.5  million,  partially  accounted  for  by  the  City's  increasing 
property  values.  _,-,_ 


E.  URBAN  DEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION  EXCISE 

The  State  reimburses  cities  and  towns  for  the  loss  of  taxes 
resulting  from  the  exemption  of  certain  property  from  taxation 
and  assessment.     Boston's  receipts  have  steadily  increased  from 
$11.1  million  in  FY'80  to  $11.8  million  in  FY'81   to  $13.1  million 
in  FY* 82. 

F.  LOTTERY  DISTRIBUTION 


Using  the  Lottery  formula  described  above,  this  reimbursement 
distributes  the  proceeds  of  the  State  Lottery  Commission's  games 
(less  operating  costs  and  prizes)  and  revenues  generated  from  the 
fees  for  beano  and  charity  games.     Boston's  receipts  ranged  from 
$9.4  million   in  FY'80  to  $10.7  million  in  FY'81   to  $10.5  million 
in  FY'82.     However  as  previously  discussed,  the  City's  share  of  the 
statewide  distribution  has  decreased  due  to  fluctuations  in  popula- 
tion and  property  values.     The  distribution  provides  cities  and  towns 
with  fiscal   assistance  to  aid  in  the  delivery  of  public  services. 


G.   TRANSPORTATION  OF  PUPILS 

The  funds  are  intended  to  reimburse  cities  and  towns  for  the  costs  of 
transporting  pupils  to  and  from  school,   subject  to  certain  limitations. 
This  reimbursement  was  dramatically  increased  in  FY'82  to  provide  2^ 
relief.     The  statewide  appropriation  was  increased  from  $38  million 
in  FY'81   to  $59  million  in  FY'82.     Boston's  receipt  increased  by  100% 
from  $3.6  million  in  FY'81   to  $7.3  million  in  FY'82. 


MAJOR  ASSESSMENTS 

Boston  is  charged  for  11   of  the  23  Cherry  Sheet  assessments.     The  MBTA  and 
Metropolitan  Parks  account  for  96%  of  Boston's  total   assessments.     j^e 
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levels  of  these  two  charges  from  FY'80  to  FY'82  is  displayed  in  Exhibit  J. 

EXHIBIT  J 


BO3T0W3  MAJOR/ASSESSMENTS 
PT'8Q-FT'82 


|  FT' 80 
M  FT'Sl 
Q    FT '■82 

Call  figures  are  In  millions 

of  dollars) 


43.4 


Metropolitan  Parks 


Exhibit  K  shows  the  percentage  share  the  Metropolitan  Parks  and  MBTA 
charges  comprise  of  Boston's  total  assessments  in  FY'82. 

EXHIBIT  K 

BOSTON*    MAJOR  ASSESSMENTS   AS 

A  PERCEHTACE  OT      :    THE  CITT'S 

TOTAL  ASSESSMENTS:    PT'82 


TOTAL-BOSTON'S   MAJOR  ASSESSMENTS:  $47,625,266 

TOTAL-BOSTON'S  FT' 82  ASSESSMENTS:  «49,  736,989 

MAJOR  ASSESSMENTS  AS  A  PERCENTAGE  95.71 
OF  TOTAL  ASSESSMENTS: 
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Brief  descriptions  of  these  two  assessments  follow: 

A.  M.B.T.A. 

The  MBTA  assessment  dwarfs  all   the  other  charges  levied  against 
Boston  by  the  State,  accounting  for  approximately  87%  of  the  City*s 
Cherry  Sheet  obligations.     This  assessment  has  consistently  increas- 
ed, growing  from  $31.0  million  in  FY'80  to  $41.2  million  in  FY'81   to 
$43.4  million  in  FY '82.     This  represents  an  increase  of  approximately 
40%  between  FY'80  and  FY '82  and  Boston's  share  of  the  statewide 
assessment  has  increased  from  41.0%  in  FY'80  to  42.0%  in  FY'81   to 
42.6%  in  FY'82.     This  assessment  is  related  to  the  size  of  the  MBTA's 
operating  deficit  of  which  the  State  pays  approximately  half  and 
cities  and  towns  in  the  MBTA  district  are  assessed  for  the  remainder 
according  to  differing  formulas  for  the  various  MBTA  services. 
Several   factors,   such  as  the  constantly  increasing  costs  of  providing 
service,  the  MBTA's  administrative  inefficiencies,  revenue  shortfalls 
caused  by  declines  in  ridership  and  reductions  in  Federal  operating 
subsidies  threaten  to  further  inflate  the  deficit,  thereby  enlarging 
the  assessment.     Consequently,  unless  the  State  assumes  a  larger 
share  of  the  deficit,  assessments  levied  against  cities  and  towns  will 
continue  to  grow. 

B.  METROPOLITAN  PARKS 

This  assessment  comprises  8.3%  of  the  City's  FY'82  charges  but  has 
remained  relatively  stable,  actually  declining  to  $4.2  million  in  FY'82. 
This  assessment  covers  the  costs  incurred  in  the  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  reservations  and  boulevards  in  the  metropolitan  parks  dis- 
trict (the  MDC)  and  associated  debt  costs. 

CONCLUSION:  STATE  AID  AND  TAX  REFORM 

The  preceding  analysis  emphasized  the  enhanced  importance  of  state  aid  to 
Boston's  ability  to  provide  essential  municipal  services.  The  on-going 
reductions  required  by  Proposition  2h   have  severely  intensified  the  impact 
of  the  City's  existing  fiscal  problems.  Although  increased  FY'82  Cherry 
Sheet  reimbursements  provided  some  measure  of  relief  from  the  effects  of 
these  problems,  there  are  still  many  potential  dangers  of  developing  an  exces- 
sive reliance  on  state  aid  as  a  constant  revenue  source.  The  State  is  beset 
by  fiscal  woes  of  its  own  and  cannot  afford  to  replace  fully  the  losses 
exacted  by  2%;  Federal  aid  cuts  will  only  aggravate  the  situation.  As  far 
as  Boston  is  concerned,  the  City's  declining  population  and  escalating 
property  values  have  already  served  to  reduce  its  share  of  statewide  local 
aid  and  it  is  likely  they  will  continue  to  cut  Boston's  share  of  receipts. 
Consequently,  it  may  prove  problematic  to  increase  Boston's  state  aid  more 
than  incrementally  unless  some  of  the  distribution  methods  are  modified. 
However,  the  ultimate  drawback  of  state  aid  is  its  complete  unpredictability. 
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The  Cherry  Sheet  reimbursements,  with  few  exceptions,  are  subject  to 
appropriation  through  the  state  budget  nrocess  which  is  freauently 
dominated  by  short-term  economic  and  Dolitical  considerations,  makinn 
it  virtually  impossible  to  ascertain  accurately  state  aid  funding  levels 
from  one  year  to  the  next.  For  example,  although  Cherry  Sheet  reimburse- 
ments were  increased  in  FY'82  and  despite  the  critical  need  to  counteract 
additional  2*g  reductions,  the  Governor  warned  in  September  1981  that 
local  aid  would  not  be  augmented  for  FY '83,  Recently,  however,  the 
Governor  has  announced  that  he  anticipates. a  surplus  in  the  State's 
FY'82  budget  and  that  these  funds  could  be  channeled  into  local  aid; 
the  actual  local  aid  fundina  levels  will  remain  a  mystery  for  several 
months.,  The  habitual  uncertainty  of  future  assistance  from  the  State 
makes  ft  extremely  difficult  for  cities  and  towns  to  initiate  long- 
term  planning  for  effective  resource  allocation  which  is  absolutely 
vital  under  these  circumstances, 

A  discussion  of  local  aid  only  underscores  the  desperate  need  for  tax 
reform  in  Massachusetts,  Tax  reform  is  a  simple  rubric  under  which 
many  intricate  and  complex  alternatives  have  been  proposed.  Nevertheless, 
the  preservation  of  the  fiscal  integrity  of  cities  and  towns  in  this 
state  depends  upon  a  reasonable  and  expeditious  solution  to  this 
issue.  The  crude  and  brutal  cuts  exacted  by  Proposition  1\   have  only 
served  to  emphasize  the  fundamental  inequities  and  inadequacies  in  the 
extstent  tax  structure.  Increases  in  state  aid,  user  fees  and  other 
revenue  enlargement  methods  are,  in  and  of  themselves,  only  piece-meal 
answers  to  the  fiscal  problems  which  confront  the  Commonwealth  and  its 
larnest  city — Boston,  Recently  enacted  measures  which  "fine-tune" 
lh  cannot  substitute  for  real  tax  reform.  Until  local  governments 
are  permitted  to  qenerate  sufficient  revenues  from  broad-based, 
equitable  and  consistent  taxes,  they  will  be  embroiled  in  constant 
financial  turmoil  and  the  public  will  be  denied  the  services  and  programs 
to  which  it  is  entitled. 
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SECTION  II 
BOSTON'S  CHERRY  SHEET 
REIMBURSEMENTS 


TABLE   6 


FUNDING  1 

BOSTON'S 

FY  '80' 

LEVELS  OF 
RECEIPTS: 
-FY '82 

1980 

1981 

1982 

Loss  of  Taxes,  State 
Owned  Land 

$   1,163,945 

$ 

1,153,137 

$   1,070,710 

Veterans'  Abatements 

260,500 

220,412 

161,061 

Surviving  Spouses 
and  Others 
Abatements 

376,628 

316,411 

180,761 

Blind  Persons 
Abatements 

66,215 

55,121 

41,464 

Elderly  Persons 
Abatements 

830,589 

830,589 

871,227 

Government  Center 

357,570 

357,570 

357,570 

School  Aid  (Ch.  70) 

93,554,927 

94,077,357 

90,637,448 

Retired  Teachers' 
Pensions 

17,500,000 

17,700,000 

20,000,000 

Regional  Public 
Libraries 

1,521,350 

2,123,768 

2,425,052 

Transportation  of 
Pupils 

4,901,427 

3,641,768 

7,341,406 

School  Trans- 
portation 

355,176 

334,816 

16,074 

Construction  of 
School  Projects 

14,354,374 

18,481,693 

15,227,093 

School  Related 
Transportation 

1,725,311 

1,973,218 

2,506,267 

Special  Needs 
Recreation 

75,254 

146,784 

132,721 

Tuition  for 
State  Wards 

253,391 

262,702 

318,225 

Residential 
School  Costs 

— 

— 

1,685,664 

Public  Libraries 

239,245 

318,993 

281,497 
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BOSTON'S  RECEIPTS  (Cont.) 


1980 

1981 

1982 

Magnet  Education 

$   1,400,000 

$  1,055,000 

$    800,000 

Equal  Education 
Improvement  Fund 

4,352,400 

4,350,000 

4,628,400 

School  Lunch  Program 

405,742 

407,910 

330,958 

Elderly  Lunch  Program 

702 

1,077 

0 

Federally  Aided 
Urban  Renewal 
Projects 

1,701,571 

1,671,891 

897,008 

Veterans'  Benefits 

1,098,425 

1,118,844 

1,152,342 

Local  Aid--Additional 
Assistance 

25,015,783 

25,015,783 

56,708,275 

Lottery 

9,383,791 

10,654,337 

10,475,369 

Highway  Fund 

2,035,977 

937,711 

1,136,968 

Urban  Redevelopment 
Corporation  Excise 

11,143,200 

11,822,840 

13.131.400 

TOTALS:  $  194,073,993    $  199,029,732  $  232,514,960 
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EXPLANATION   OF  TERMS 


The  following  terms  are  used  in  the  Receipt  Descriptions: 


Appropriation  History:     Boston  award  levels  are  based  on  the 
Cherry  Sheet  totals  contained  in  the  FY' 82  Cherry  Sheet 
Estimated  Receipts  and  in  The  State  Department  of  Revenue's 
Annual   Report:    FY'80-FY'81.     The  Statewide  appropriation 
is  based  on  the  same  sources  and  includes   reimbursements 
for  regional   school   districts. 

Cherry  Sheet  Item:     This   figure  is   the  number  of  the  receipt 
item  as   it  appears  on  the  FY '82  Cherry  Sheet  for  cities 
and  towns.    (See  Appendix  I) 

City  Recipient:     Most  Cherry  Sheet  Receipts  are  considered 
general   revenue  and  are  included  in  the  City's  General 
Fund.     Offset  items  are  sent  to  designated  City 
departments. 

Description:     Contains   the  purposes  of  goals  of  the  Receipt 
program  as  described  in  the  authorizing  statute  or  the 
budget  authority  in  the  FY1 82  State  budget. 

distribution  Formula:     Describes   the  formula  and  criteria  which 
determine  the  allocation  of  the  reimbursement. 

Authorization:     Contains   the  citation  for  the  statute  which 
authorizes   the  State  to  reimburse  cities  and  towns  for 
specific  purposes. 
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REIMBURSEMENT    FOR    LOSS    OF    TAXES,     STATE    OV^JED    LAND 


APPROPRIATION    HISTORY 


Boston   Award 


FY 

82 

$  1,070,710 

FY 

81 

1,153,137 

FY 

80 

1,163,945 

Statewide   Approp, 

$  14,742,061 
15,730,538 
14,608,173 


Boston   Award   as    a    % 

of    Statewide   ADproD, 


7.3% 
8.0% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


A-l 


General  Fund 


For  reimbursing  cities  and  towns 
for  loss  on  land  used  for  state 
institutions  and  certain  other 
state  activities. 

The  amount  reimbursed  is  eoual  to: 
($1,000  of  land  valuation)  X 
(The  three  year  average  of  the  city 

or  town ' s  aggregate  property  tax 

rate) 

-  The  Commissioner  of  Revenue  deter- 
mines every  5  years  (beginning  in 
1975)  the  full  value  of  land  elig- 
ible for  reimbursement.   In  198  0 
the  statewide  value  of  this  land 
was  $281,688,969  1    however,  the 
State  has  consistently  under  fun- 
ded this  program  with  the  result 
that  cities  and  towns  have  not 
received  the  full  reimbursement 
to  which  they  are  entitled.  2 

1 .Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts, 
Department  of  Revenue:  Annual 
Report  1979  -  1980,  p.49~! 

2. Institute  for  Governmental  Ser- 
vices: 8th  Annual  Massachusetts 
Cherry  Sheet  Conference  Manual 

p:  102 


G.L.  58,  S.  13  -  17B 
1233  -  1000 
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ABATEMENTS 


G.L.  59,   (*TOTAL  -  ALL  ABATEMENTS) 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82       $1,254,513 
FY'81  1,422,533 

FY'80  1,533,932 


Statewide  Approp 

$  15,200,000 
17,532,140 
17,538,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Addtod 


9 

.4% 

8 

.1% 

8 

.7% 

CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


A-3-6 


General  Fund 


For  reimbursing  cities  and  towns 
for  abatements  granted  for  veter- 
ans, surviving  soouses  and  others, 
blind  persons  and  elderly  persons. 

The  descriptions  and  formulas  for 
each  abatement  are  included  in 
greater  detail  below. 
With  all  the  following  abatements 
under  this  program,  there  are  two 
methods  of  relief: 

a.  reduction  in  valuation  of  the 
property 

b.  reduction  in  tax  payment. 


The  method  which  yields  the  great- 
est relief  for  each  property  is  the 
one  used . 

G.L.  Ch.  59,  S.5 

1233  -  2310 


*  These  figures  represent  the  total 
reimbursement  for  abatements  granted 
Individual  abatements  for  Veterans; 
Surviving  Spouses  and  Others;  Blind 
Persons;  and  Elderly  Persons  are  on 
the  following  pages. 
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ABATEMENTS:  VETERANS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

$  161,061 
220,412 
260,500 

Statewide  Approp. 

$  2,229,694 
3,130,764 
2,977,225 

Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Addtod 

FY'82 
FY'81 
FY '80 

7.2% 
7.0% 
8.7% 

CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


A-3 


General   Fund 


Reimbursements   to   cities   and 
towns    for  Veterans   certified    to 
have   been   disabled    in   varying 
forms    in   the   course   of   wartime 
service . 

Cities   and    towns   grant   tax    exemp- 
tions  to    eligible  Veterans   and   are 
reimbursed   annually  according   to 
the    following   formulas. 

Clause    22A    -   Exemption    $4,000    of 
taxable  valuation   or   the    sum   of 
$350   whichever    is   greater.      Reim- 
bursement:   5  0% 

Clause    22B    -   Exemption    $8,000    or 
$700.       Reimbursement:    75% 

Clause    22C    -   Exemption:    $10,000    or 
$875.      Reimbursement :    8  0% 

Clause    22D    -   Exemption:    $2,000    or 
$175.       Re  imbur  sement :    10  0% 
Commonwealth    share:    entire    exemp- 
tion. 

Clause    22E      -   Exemption:    $6,000    or 
$525.      Reimbursement:     66-2/3% 

G.L.     59,     S.5    Clauses    22A    -    22E 


(see   total 
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-    all    abatements^ 


ABATEMENTS:  SURVIVING  SPOUSES  AND  OTHERS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


82 
81 
80 

Boston  Award 

FY 
FY 
FY 

$  180,761 
316,411 
376,628 

Statewide  Approp 

$  2,559,372 
3,858,667 
4,011,510 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 

of  Statewide  Ace roc 

7.1% 
8.2% 
9.4% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 

RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


A-4 


General  Fund 


Abatements  granted  to  surviving 
spouses  and  others.   Eligible 
are:  surviving  spouses,  minors 
with  deceased  parents  -provided 
that  the  real  and  personal 
estate  does  not  exceed  $20,000. 
Exemption  is  $2,000  of  taxable 
valuation  or  the  sum  of  $175 
whichever  is  greater. 

If  the  real  and  personal  estate 
of  the  eligible  grantee  exceeds 
$8,000,  the  Commonwealth  will 
bear  the  exemption  annually 
reimbursing  the  city  or  town 
which  granted  the  abatement. 


G.L.  Ch, 
C.  37 


59  S.  5,  Clause  17  & 


See  <Total  -  all  abatements 
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abatement; 


BLIND  PERSONS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

$  41,464 
55,121 
66,215 

Statewide  Approp. 

$  410,934 
542,265 
549,265 

Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Approp 

FY'82 
FY'81 
FY' 80 

1.0% 
1.0% 
1.2% 

CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM : 

CITY 

RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


A-5 


General  Fund 


Abatements  granted  to 
persons  who  are  legal 
of  the  Commonwealth. 
are  $5,000  of  taxable 
or  the  sum  of  S437.50 
is  greater. 


blind 

residents 
Ex  emotions 
valuation 
whichever 


$4,000  of  the  exemption  or  $350 
is  paid  by  the  city  or  town. 
The  balance  up  to  $1,000  or  up 
to  $87.50  is  paid  by  the  Common- 
wealth. 

G.L.  Ch.  59,  S.  Clause  37 

See  Total  -  all  abatements 
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ABATEMENTS 


ELDERLY  PERSONS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 


Statewide  Approp 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  AooroD, 


FY 

32 

$  371, 

227 

$  10, 

ooo, 

oon 

3 

.7% 

FY 

31 

830, 

58? 

10, 

000, 

000 

8 

.3% 

FY 

80 

330, 

58? 

10, 

000, 

000 

8 

.3% 

CHERRY  SHFFT 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


BUDGET 
RE^ERFNCE : 


A-6 


General  Fund 


Abatements  granted  to  elderly 
persons.   Elegible  persons  are  those 
over  7  0  vears  who  meet  residency  and 
maximum  income  criteria.   Exemptions 
are  $4,000  valuation  or  the  sume  of 
$350  whichever  is  greater. 

The  Commonwealth,  beginning  in  ^Y'7  9, 
annronriates  funds  to  cover  these 
abatements.   These  funds  are  div- 
ided by  the  total  number  of  abate- 
ments granted  and  each  city  and  town 
receives  a  Dro  rate  share  based  on 
the  number  of  exemptions  granted  in 
each  citv  and  town. 

G.L.  59,  S.5  Clause  41,  1977,  Ch.967 
S.  2 

See  Total  -  all  abatements 
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GOVERNMENT  CENTER 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82  $  357,570 
FY'81  357,570 
FY'30      357,570 


Statewide  Approp. 


357 
357 


570 
570 


357,570 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Approp. 

100% 
100% 
100% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM 

CITV 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


A-7 


General  ^und 


For  reimbursing  the  City  of  Boston 
for  loss  of  taxes  for  Government 
Center . 

Reimbursement  -  The  Citv  of  Boston 
is  reimbursed  in  an  amount  eoual 
to  the  amount  which  the  City  actu- 
ally received  for  taxes  as  of  Jan- 
uary 1,  1959,  on  the  land,  build- 
ings and  other  improvements  compri- 
sing the  real  estate  so  acouired  as 
reduced  by  all  abatements  if  any. 

1960  -  Ch.  635,  S.  8 

1233  -  1500 
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SCFOOL    AID    DISTRIBUTION 


APPROPRIATION    HISTORY 


Boston   Award 

FY' 82  $  ?0, £37,448 
FY'81  93,919,278 
FY'80         94,077,357 


Statewide  Approp 

$  716,456,440 
716,500,000 
716,334,180 


Boston  Award  as  a  '* 
of  Statewide  Approp. 

12.7% 
13.1% 

13.1% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITV 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


B-l  and  B-2 


General  ^und 


To  provide  financial  assistance  to 
the  cities,  towns,  regional  school 
districts,  and  independent  vocation- 
al schools  of  the  Commonwealth  in 
order  to  promote  the  eoualization 
of  the  burden  of  school  costs,  and 
to  reduce  reliance  upon  the  property 
tax  to  fund  these  costs. 

The  inverse  of  the  ratio  of  each 
district's  local  eoualized  valuation 
per  person  to  the  state  wide  equalized 
valuation  per  person  will  be  calculated 
This  figure  may  range  from  0%  to  99% 
and  will  be  reduced  if  the  appropri- 
ation for  this  program  is  less  than 
the  amount  reouired  for  full  funding. 

These  local  aid  percentages  will  then 
be  multiplied  by  the  latest  statewide 
expenditure  per  regular  pupils. 
Each  district  will  receive  this  amount 
for  each  of  its  regular  pupils. 
Pupils  in  special,  residential,  biling- 
ual or  occupational  programs  will  oual- 
ify  the  district  for  4.0,  6.3,  1.4  or 
2.0  times  the  reaular  grant. 
In  addition,  each  district  will  receive 
an  extra  .2  times  the  regular  grant  for 
each  disadvantaged  pupil. 
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SCHOOL  AID  DISTRIBUTION 
(cont. ) 


The  formula  is  designed  to  benefit 
poorer  communities  primarily. 
Consequently,  as  a  community's 
equalized  valuation  per  person 
increases,  relative  to  other 
cities  and  towns,  aid  under  this 
program  will  decrease. 

This  reimbursement  includes  a 
save-harmless  provision  under  which 
a  district's  aid  for  FY "82  must  be  at 
least  107%  of  the  1979  entitlement. 


AUTHORIZATION:    G.L.  Ch.  70  as  amended. 

BUDGET 

REFERENCE:         7061-0008 
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RETIRED  TEACHERS'  PENSION 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY' 82  $  20, 000, 000 
FY'81  17,700,000 
FY'80     17,500,000 


Statewide  Approp, 

$  20,085,777 
17,760,581 
17,512,750 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Addtod.* 

: s_ 

99.6% 
99.7% 

99.  9% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 

RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


B-4 


General  Fund 


To  reimburse  cities  and  towns  for 
the  pension  costs  for  teachers  who 
are  not  members  of  the  Teachers  ' 
Retirement  System,  or  who  are  under 
the  provisions  of  the  State-Boston 
System. 

Each  city  or  tovm  is  reimbursed  the 
entire  pension  payment,  not  to  exceed 
the  payment  that  would  have  been 
made  under  the  Teachers'  Retirement 
System. 

*  This  program  is  a  reimbursement  for 
the  Citv  of  Boston  onlv.   Other  cities 
and  towns  are  covered  by  another  pro- 
gram. 

G.L.  32,  S.  20  (2)   (C ) 

1111  -  1002 
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REGIONAL  PUBLIC  LIBRARIES 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82        $  2,425,052 
FY'81  2,123,768 

FY'80  1,521,850 


Statewide 


$  3,715,854 
3,773,608 
2,212,550 


Eos  tor        -art  =s    =     I 

of   Statewide  Approc 

■  -  ; — 

65.  3 
56. 

-  :  .  : 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


3-5 


Offset-  Boston  Public 


ary 


To  establish  a  regional  public 
library  service  and  cay  for  care 
of  its  cost.   The  Boston  Public 
Library  is  one  of  thee  headquar- 
ters Regional  Libraries  (as  are 
Worcester  and  Springfield) 

Each  city  and  town  is  entitled  to 
receive  annually  the  following  per 
canita  amounts  respective  to  ics 
population  cer  scuare  mile.* 

-  over  1,000:  60  cents 

-  750-999:  65  cents 

-  under  75  0:  80  cents 

In  addition  to  the  S . 60  per  cacica 
described  above,  the  So  scon  Public 
Library  receives  annually  ten  cents' 
cer  resident  of  the  commcr.vealch  .** 


G.L.  Ch.  78,  S.  19C 
7000  -  9401 


*Reimbursement  levels  were  changed  in  the  FY'SZ  Stace 
budget  (Outside  Section  Xo .  278). 

**  The  Boston  Public  Library  receives  this  additional 
amount  because  it  is  considered  to  be  the  library 
of  last  recourse  for  reference  and  research  of  che 
the  Commonwealth. 
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TRANSPORTATION  OF  PUPILS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82        $  7,341,406 
FY'31  3,641,768 

FY'80  1,521,850 


Statewide  Approp , 

$  59,000,000 
38,000,000 
38,000,000 


Boston  .-.*ard  as  a  i 

of  Sta_ew-~e  A::r:: 

12.4% 
9.6% 
4.0% 


CHERRY  SHEET: 
ITEM : 

CITY 

RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


B  -  7 


General  Fund 


For  the  reimbursement  of  certain 
towns  and  regional  school  distric- 
ts for  the  transportation  of  pupils 
to  public  schools. 

Section  7A:  reimburses  the  cost  in- 
curred by  cities  and  towns.   Reim- 
bursement is  limited  to  the  differ- 
ence between  the  total  cost  and  a 
local  share  of  five  dollars  per 
public  and  private  pupils  in  the 
town.   Costs  eligible  for  reimburse- 
ment are  limited  to  those  incurred 
in  transporting  pupils  living  at 
least  one  and  a  half  miles  from 
school . 

Section  37D:  reimburses  100%  of  the 
cost  of  transporting  pupils  for  the 
purpose  of  eliminating  racial  isola- 
tion or  racial  imbalance.   No  mileage 
limitation  is  imoosed. 

G.L.  Ch.  71,  S.  7A  37D 

7035  -  0004 
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SCHOOL  TRANSPORTATION 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY.82     $  16,074* 
FY'81     334,816 
FY'80     355,176 


Statewide  Approp 

$  400,000 
700,000 
700,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 

of  Statewide  Acproo, 

4.0% 
47.8% 
50.7% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


B-8 


General  Fund 


For  reimbursement  of  cities  and 
towns  for  transportation  of  pupils 
to  and  from  school  on  public  trans- 
portation. 

Aid  is  limited  to  the  direct  cost 
of  transportation,  the  indirect 
cost  of  maintaining  a  public  trans- 
portation service  of  $.2  0  per  day 
per  rider,  whichever  is  less. 
Riders  must  live  at  least  1%  miles 
from  school  for  their  transDorta- 
tion  costs  to  be  eligible  for  reim- 
bursement.  Payment  is  made  in  the 
year  following  expenditure. 

C.L.  Ch.  71,  S.  7B 

7035  -  0005 


*  According  to  the  State  Department  of  Education, 
Boston's  award  decreased  drasticallv  between  FY'81 
and  FY '82  because  the  Boston  School' Department 
no  longer  uses  the  MBTA  to  provide  this  trans- 
portation.  Conseauently,  the  Department's 
expenditures  for  this  purpose  have  decreased 
resulting  in  the  reduced  Cherrv  Sheet  receint. 
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CONSTRUCTION  0^  SCHOOL  PROJECTS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


FY*82 
FY'81 
FY' 80 


Boston  Award 

$  15,227,093 
18,481,693 
14,354,374 


Statewide  Approp. 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Adctod, 


$ 

107, 

863 

,660 

14 

.1% 

109, 

664 

,000 

16 

.9% 

110, 

051 

236 

13 

.0% 

CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


B-9 


General  Fund 


To  encourage  the  establishment  of 
regional  and  consolidated  public 
schools,  and  to  provide  financial 
assistance  to  cities,  towns,  and 
regional  school  districts  in  the 
construction  of  school  buildings. 


Reimbursement  to  c 
regional  school  di 
of  the  cost  of  bui 
and  rehabilitation 
towns,  and  partial 
will  range  from  5  0 
total  cost,  depend 
For  full  regions, 
range  from  6  0%  to 
on  local  wealth. 


ities,  towns,  and 
stricts  for  part 
lding  construction 
For  cities, 
regions,  the  grant 
%  to  65%  of  the 
ing  on  local  wealth, 
the  grant  will 
75%,  again  depending 


The  total  reimbursement  will  be  paid 
in  annual  installments  over  the  life 
of  the  construction  bond,  usually  2  0 
years. 

The  formula  used  to  determine  the 
rate  of  reimbursement  is: 

Eoualized  Valuation  Per  Net  Average 

Member-State 

Eoualized  Valuation  Per  Net  Average 
Member -Local 

X  .50  for  cities,  towns  &  partial 
reqions  .or   X  .60  for  full  regiors. 
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CONSTRUCTION  OF  SCHOOL  PROJECTS 
(C'ont. ) 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 
(CONTD.  ) 


Reimbursement  for  interest  can  be 
between  4  0%  and  65%. 
Reimbursement  for  projects  intend- 
ed to  reduce  or  eliminate  racial 
imbalance  is  7  5%. 


Each  project  must  be  approved  by  the 
Board  of  Education  to  be  eligible 
for  aid.   Total  funding  for  all  pro- 
jects is  limited  and  cost  and  prior- 
ity standards  will  be  imposed. 


AUTHORIZATION:  Ch.  64  5  of  1948  Acts  as  amended 


BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


7052  -  0006 
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SCHOOL  -  RELATED  TRANSPORTATION 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82      $  2,506,267 
FY-81  1,973,218 

FY.80  1,725,311 


Statewide  Approp, 

$  12,500,000 
12,500,000 
12,500,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  I 

of  Statewide  Accrop. 

20.1% 
15.8% 
13.8% 


CHERRY    SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


B-10 


General  ^und 


Reimbursement  of  prior  year's  ex- 
penses for  the  transportation  of 
bilingual  and  special  needs  pupils 
to  and  from  schools  and  for  the 
transportation  of  children  and 
adults  to  Department  of  Mental 
Health  facilities. 

The  reimbursement  of  a  district's  per  rider 
costs  for  bilingual  and  special  needs  will 
eaual  the  cost  for  a  regular  rider 
plus  the  difference  between  that  cost 
and  the  special  or  bilingual  cost 
provided,  however,-  that  this  diff- 
erence does  not  exceed  110%  state 
average  difference.   Transportation 
costs  to  Mental  Health  facilities 
will  be  reimbursed  at  a  rate  of  50% 
for  children,  100%  for  adults. 

Ch.  71A  S.  8,  Ch.  71B  S.  13-14 

7061  -  0011 
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SPECIAL  NEEDS  RECREATION 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


FY'82 
FY' 81 

FY' 8  0 


Boston  Award 

$  132,721 

146,784 

75,254 


Statewide  Approp , 

$  550,020 
550,000 
550,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  A-.-  —  -.. 

26*7% 
13.7% 


CHERRY    SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


B-ll 


General  Fund 


One-half  of  the  cost  of  such  local 
programs  (including  the  transporta- 
tion of  students)  and  the  full  :;st 
of  transporting  students  to  approved 
state  facilities  for  this  purpose 
shall  be  reimbursed  by  the  Common- 
wealth. 

To  reimburse  cities  and  towns  which 
establish  recreation  programs  for 
school-age  children  with  special  need: 

Ch.  71B,  S.  11 

7061  -  0010 
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TUITION  FOR  STATE  WARDS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 

FY'82 
FY'81 
FY '80 

Boston  Award 

$  318,225 
262,702 
253,391 

Statewide  Approp. 

$  3,999,998 
4,000,000 
4,000,000 

Eoston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Approp, 

8  .0% 
6.6% 
6.3% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


B-12 


General  Fund 


For  the  reimbursement 
towns  and  regional  sc 
of  the  tuition  in  the 
of  any  school  age  chi 
where  than  in  his  own 
or  there  under  contro 
ment  of  Public  Welfar 
ment  of  Social  Servic 
provisions  of  section 
chapter  76  of  the  Gen 


of  cities, 
hool  districts 

public  schools 
Id  placed  else- 
home  town  by, 
1  of  the  Deoart- 
e  or  the  Deoart- 
es  under  the 
s  7  and  9  of 
eral  Laws. 


Reimbursement  of  the  prior  year's  educa- 
tional costs  for  the  education  of  child- 
ren under  the  control  of  the  Department 
of  Public  Welfare.   The  children  must 
live  in  family  foster  homes  or  group 
care  homes  and  attend  public  school  in 
a  district  other  than  the  district  of 
their  natural  parents.   Reimbursement 
will  ecrual  the  full  average  expenditure 
ner  pupil  in  each  eligible  district. 

Ch.  76  SS.  7  and  9 

7061  -  0009 
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SPECIAL  NEEDS  RESIDENTIAL 

SCHOOL  TUITION 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY* 


FY'82 
FY' 81 
FY' 80 


Boston  Award 
$  1,685,664 


Statewide  Approp 
$  9,200,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 

of  Statewide  Ac^rop. 

18.3% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMUAL : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


B-14 


General  ^und 


To  reimburse  cities  and  towns  for 
expenses  for  the  non-educational 
costs  of  special  needs  pupils 
attending  residential  private 
schools . 

Reimbursement  will  eoual  the  dif- 
ference between  the  private  school's 
day  rate  and  the  tuition  rate.   The 
Commonwealth  will  not  reimburse  more 
than  60%  of  the  cost  of  such  residen- 
tial placement. 

G.L.  Ch.  71B 

7061  -  0012 


*  This  was  a  new  program  added  in  FY'82  to  provide 
2h   relief. 
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PUBLIC  LIBRARIES 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


82 
81 

80 

Boston  Award 

FY 
FY 
FY 

$  281,497 
318, 9Q3 
239,245 

Statewide  Approp, 

$  2,794,412 
2,800,397 
2,093,640 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 

of  Statewide  Approp, 

10.1% 
11.4% 

11.4% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 


DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


B-17 


Department  Offset  (placed  directly 
into  the  Boston  Public  Library's 
Book  Fund) . 

To  maintain  a  free  public  library 
service  for  all  residents  of  the 
Commonwealth . 

For  towns  with  populations  of  less 
than  2,500,  the  State  will  pay  up 
to  $1,2  50  of  the  amount  snent  on 
free  library  service.   For  cities 
and  towns  with  populations  over 
2,500,  reimbursements  are  $.50  per 
resident  provided  that  at  least 
SI, 250  was  spent  on  free  public 
library  service. 

Cities  and  towns  which  spend  less 
than  $6  per  person  on  free  library 
service  during  the  preceding  year 
and  which  spend  a  total  amount 
less  than  the  average  amount  over 
the  nast  four  years  will  not  be 
reimbursed  for  the  current  year. 


G.L.  Ch.  7S 


7000  -  9401 


S.  19A 
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MAGNET  EDUCATION 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 
fy'82  $  Rnn,noo 

FY'8l   1,055,000 
FY<80   1,400,000 


Statewide  Approp, 

$  2,480,000 
2,891,200 
2,800,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Apptod. 

: ■— 

32% 
36% 
50% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


B-19 


Offset:  School  Department 


To  reimburse  those  cities,  towns, 
and  reqional  school  districts  which 
provide  services  to  attract  pupils 
from  outside  the  school's  neighbor- 
hood for  the  purpose  of  reducing  or 
eliminating  racial  imbalance  or 
racial  isolation. 

Each  city,  town,  or  regional  school 
district  may  reouest,  and  the  board 
may  approve   a  grant  to  cover  the 
following  costs  incurred  in  the 
provision  of  magnet  programs: 

-  The  average  per  pupil  cost  of 
educating  a  child  at  a  magnet 
facility  beyond  the  per  pupil  cost 
of  the  same  education  at  a  public 
school  (these  costs  are  to  be  de- 
termined with  the  approval  of  the 
board) ; 

-  The  total  cost  of  transporting 
each  child  to  the  magnet  facility; 

-  Up  to  7 5  percent  of  the  cost  of 
the  planning,  construction,  and 
improvement  of  such  facilities; 

-  Other  incidental  costs  in  the 
provision  of  maqnet  facilities 
that  the  board  approves. 

G.L.  Ch.  71,  SS.  371  and  37S 

7010  -  0042 
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EQUAL  EDUCATION  IMPROVEMENT  FUND 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82       $4,628,400 
FY'81  4,350,000 

FY'80  4,352,400 


Statewide  Approp 

$  6,000,000 
6,000,000 
6,000,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Approp. 

77.1% 
72.5% 
72.5% 


CHFRRY  SHEET 
ITFM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT; 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION; 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


B-20 


Offset:  School  Department 


Funding  of  current  year's  expenses 
for  projects  approved  bv  the  board 
of  Education  for  programs  to  improve 
the  auality  of  instruction  in  comm- 
unities transporting  pupils  to  elim- 
inate racial  imbalance.   Boston,  New 
Bedford  and  Springfield  are  eligible. 

Payments  shall  be  deposited  with 
Treasurer  of  citv,  town  or  regional 
school  district  and  held  in  a  separ- 
ate account  and  shall  be  expended  by 
the  school  committee  and  no  payment 
shall  be  given  which  would  cause  the 
Commonwealth's  obligation  to  exceed 
apnronriation.   Cities  and  towns  shall 
be  reimbursed,  subject  to  aopronria- 
tion  $500  for  each  non -white  punil 
transferred  from  a  school  in  which 
racial  imbalance  exists,  to  a  school 
in  which  racial  isolation  or  racial 
balance  exists,  and  $500  for  each 
white  oupil  transferred  from  a  school 
in  which  racial  isolation  exists,  to 
a  school  where  racial  balance  or 
racial  imbalance  exists  for  the  pur- 
pose of  reducing  or  eliminatinq  racial 
imbalance . 

G.L.  Ch.  15,  S.  1 

7010  -  0043 
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SCHOOL  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82  $  330,958 
FY'81  407,910 
FY'80     405,742 


Statewide 

Approp 

$  5 
6 
6 

,300, 
,400, 
,877, 

ono 

000 
200 

Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Approp, 

6.2% 
6.4% 
5.9% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT': 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


B-21 


Offset:  School  Department 


por  reimbursement  of  cities  and  towns 
for  partial  assistance  in  the  furnish- 
ing of  lunches  to  school  children  and 
for  supolementing  funds  allocated  for 
the  special  milk  program. 

Contingent  on  the  Federal  Government 
providing  not  less  than  60%  of  the 
national  average  cost  of  serving  a 
free  lunch  to  children,  the  Common- 
wealth pays  out  of  state  and  local 
funds  40%  or  such  less  amount  re- 
auired  to  meet  the  full  cost  of 
providing  free  lunches  in  the  first 
vear  such  Federal  funds  are  available 

The  ratio  of  state  and  local  funds 
provided  to  make  up  the  difference 
between  federal  funds  provided  and 
actual  costs  shall  be  60%  state  and 
40%  local  or  an  overall  ratio  of  not 
less  than  60%  Federal  and  not  more 
than  30%  state  and  10%  local. 

1970,  Ch.  871 

7053  -  190Q 
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ELDERLY  LUNCH  PROGRAM 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


.Boston  Award    Statewide  Approp, 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  AooroD. 


FY 

82 

$ 

0 

$ 

793 

500 

0% 

FY 

81 

1 

,077 

700 

000 

.2% 

FY 

80 

702 

523 

279 

.1% 

CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


B-22 

Offset:  School  Department 

To  provide  los-cost  lunches  to  the 
elderly  bv  nartiallv  reimbursing 
cities  and  towns  who  sponsor  elderly 
lunch  programs. 

Aid  is  limited  to  the  difference 
between  the  cost  of  each  meal  and 
the  fee  paid  by  the  diners. 

G.L.  Ch.  15,  S.  12;  1970,  Ch.  753 

7053  -  1910 
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FEDERALLY  AIDED  URBAN  RENEWAL  PROJECTS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82  $  397,008 
FY'81  1,671,891 
FY'80    1,701,571 


Statewide  Approp 

$  2,259,010 
3,494,845 
3,453,354 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Approp 

39.7% 
47.8% 
49.2% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


C-4 


General  Fund 


Por  reimbursement  to  cities  and 
towns  for  the  Commonwealth's 
statutory  share  of  federally 
aided  urban  renewal  projects. 
Cities  and  towns  must  applv  to 
the  state  for  such  assistance. 

Only  projects  with  signed  contracts 
under  Title  I  of  the  Federal  Housing 
Act  of  194  9  as  amended,  are  eligible 
for  reimbursement.   Reimbursement 
may  not  exceed  50%  of  the  local  share 
of  the  contribution  reouired  from  the 
municinalitv  under  the  federal  grant 
contract  or  1/6  of  the  net  project 
cost  when  the  municipality  Days  for 
administrative  planning  and  legal 
expenses  as  part  of  the  gross  project 
cost . 

G.L.  Ch.  121 

3722  -  9101 
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VETERAN?'  BENEFITS 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


82 

Boston 

Award 

FY 

$  1 

152 

,342 

FY 

Rl 

1 

118 

,844 

FY 

80 

1 

098 

,425 

Statewide  Approp 

$  9,220,661 
9,316,468 
9,400,903 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 

of  Statewide  Approp , 

12.5% 
12.0% 
11.7% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE : 


C^6 


General  Fund 


For  reimbursement  to  cities  and 
towns  for  up  to  50%  of  the  costs 
of  providing  benefits  to  eligible 
veterans. 

50%  of  the  cost  of  veterans'  bene- 
fits is  reimbursed  to  the  cities 
and  towns.   The  first  $75,  plus 
50%  of  the  amount  in  excess  of  the 
cost  for  aid  to  veterans '  dependents 
is  reimbursed  to  cities  and  towns. 

G.L.  115,  S.6 

4170  -  0400 
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LOCAL  AID  -  ADDITIONAL  ASSISTANCE 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82       S    56,708,275 
FY'81  25,015,783 

FY'80  25,015,783 


Statewide  Approp, 

$348,000,000 
143,000,000 
143,000,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Accrue, 

■  —    * *_ 

16.3% 
17.5% 
17.5% 


CHERRY    SHEET 
ITEM : 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


C-9 


General  Fund 


To  Drovide  additional  fiscal  assis- 
tance to  cities  and  towns  to  aid  in 
the  delivery  of  public  services. 

The  Lottery  Formula  vas  used  to  allocate 
these  funds  for  FY'82.  It  is  as  follows: 


$10  X 


Eaualized  valuation 
per  person  (state) 
Eaualized  valuation 
ner  person  (local) 


X   Local    Pop. 


In   1981,    the    State   Leqislature   drastically 
increased    funding    for   this   program   in   an 
effort   to   helr>   local   communities   corie  with 
21?  mandated   cutbacks.      As   additional    $205 
million   was   anDronriated    for   this   nurnose, 
accounting   for   the    share   difference   between 
FY'81    and   ^Y'82    funding   levels. 

The    following   conditions   were   also    imposed: 


-The   Citv's   of   Boston's   receipt   was 


and   facility   levels.      As   discussed 
previous    section,    this   clause   ras 
invalidated   by  the    Supreme 
and   was   therefore,    excised 
the   budget   authorization. 


tied  to 
manning 
in   the 


Judicial   Court 
from   the 


-Communities   which   challenged   the   accuracy 
of   the   198  0   Federal   decennial   census    in 
a    suit    in   which   the    State  Attorney- 
General   was   a   co-palintif f ,    was   allowed 

to   use   the   1975    State   census   as   the 
-51- 


LOCAL  AID — ADDITIONAL  ASSISTANCE 
(Cont. ) 


population  data  base  in  the 
distribution  formula  rather  than 
the  19  80  Federal  census. 


AUTHORIZATION:     G.L.  Ch.  29,  S.  2D 

BUDGET  0611-5500 

REFERENCE : 
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LOCAL  AID-PUND  (LOTTERY,  BEANO,  CHARITY  GAMES) 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


FY'82 
FY' 81 
FY' 80 


Boston  Award     Statewide  Approp. 

$  10,475,369 

10,654,337 

9,38  3,7  91 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Apdtod. 


$  78,045,000 

13.4% 

60,900,000 

17.5% 

53,650,000 

17.5% 

CHERRV  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION 

BUDGET 
REFERENCE: 


C-10 


General  Fund 


To  provide  fiscal  assistance  to 
cities  and  towns  in  the  delivery 
of  public  services. 

Funding  for  this  program  is  provided 
as  follows: 

-  4  0%  of  the  revenues  generated  from 
the  state  income,  corporation  and 
sales  excise  taxes. 

-  The  balance  of  the  State  Lottery 
after  payment  of  prizes  and  the 
expenses  of  administering  and 
operating  the  lottery. 

-  Revenues  generated  from  proceeds  of 
beano  and  charity  games. 

Funds  are  distributed  according  to  the 
following  formula: 


$10  X 


Eaualized  valuation  per 
person  (state) 

Eaualized  valuation  per 
person  (local) 


■X  local  pop. 


G.L.  Ch.  29,  S 
Not  applicable 


2D 
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APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


HIGHWAY  FUND  * 


FY'82 
FY' 81 

FY' 80 


Boston  Award 

$  1,136,968 
937,711 
2,035,977** 


Statewide  Approp 

$  24,029,640 
19,713,935 
39,000,000 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 

of  Statewide  Accrcp, 

4.8% 
4.8% 
2.8% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY 
RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 
BUDGET 


C-ll 


General  funding 


Level  of  funding  is  contigent  upon 
revenues  generated  by  the  motor  fuels 
tax.   Formula  is  based  upon  road  mil- 
eage and  use  in  recipient  communities 
and  the  funds  may  be  used  for  street 
construction  and  maintenance* 

All  highway  fund  distributions  come  out 
of  revenues  collected  by  the  gas  tax. 
Each  gallon  sold  by  a  distributor  or  oil 
importer  in  the  state  is  taxed  in  Der- 
cent  of  its  wholesale  price  per  gallon 
(recalculated  every  3  months) .   15  per- 
cent of  this  total  amount  is  used  to 
reimburse  the  cities  and  towns. 
Reimbursements  are  then  made  according 
to  the  following  formula: 


$400  +  [7  x 


#  of  registrations) 

#  of  road  miles    ) 


_(  0  0  01  x  ecrualized  Property  value) 
(*        #  of  road  miles         ) 

x  #  of  miles 

G.L.  Ch.  81,  S.  31;  1971,  Ch .  497 


Not  applicable 


*This  program  is  separate  from  the  Ch.  9  0  Highway  program, 
funds  from  which  must  be  used  for  highway  reconstruction. 
**  This  includes  a  1979  adjustment. 
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URBAN  REDEVELOPMENT  CORPORATION  EXCISE 


APPROPRIATION  HISTORY 


Boston  Award 

FY'82  $  13,131,400 
FY'81  11,822,840 
FY.80    11,143,200 


Statewide  Approp 

$  19,866,100 
17,502,140 
16,350,500 


Boston  Award  as  a  % 
of  Statewide  Approp. 

66.1% 
67.6% 
68.1% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

CITY  RECIPIENT: 

DESCRIPTION: 


DISTRIBUTION 
FORMULA: 


C-12 


General  ^und 

Reimbursement  to  cities  and  towns 
for  the  121A  abatement  agreements 
concluded  by  the  respective  cities 
and  towns  with  corporation  within 
their  borders. 

For  a  oeriod  of  fifteen  years  (which 
can  be  extended  to  forty  years)  after 
such  property  (both  personal  and  real) 
has  been  exempted,  each  corporation 
shall  pay  to  the  state  an  amount  eoual 
to  the  larger  of: 

a.  5  percent  of  its  gross  income  and 
$10  per  $1,000  of  its  assessed 
valuation;  or 

b.  the  average  of  its  assessed  valua- 
tion for  the  last  3  years  it  was 
subject  to  local  taxation  multiplied 

bv  the  current  local  tax  rate. 

Each  city  and  town  is  then  reimbursed 
the  entire  amount  (including  interest, 
if  any)  paid  to  the  Commonwealth  by 
the  corporation. 


AUTHORIZATION:     G.L.  Ch.  121A,  S.10 
BUDGET  REFERENCE:  Not  applicable 
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SECTION  III 

BOSTON'S  CHERRY  SHEET 

ASSESSMENTS 


TABLE  7 

ASSESSMENTS  CHARGED 
FY'80-FY'81 

TO  BOSTON: 

1980 

1981 

1982 

Special  Education 

$ 

787,118 

$ 

733,113 

S    898,399 

State  Supervision 
of  Retirement 
Systems 

62,119 

68,776 

60,275 

Motor  Vehicle 
Excise  Tax 

32,001 

36,145 

36,203 

Health  Insurance: 
Elderly  Govern- 
ment Retirees 

495,482 

536,101 

641,506 

Mosquito  Control 
Projects 

69,446 

59,324 

86,967 

Air  Pollution 

Control  Districts 

54,314 

48,798 

46,668 

Metropolitan  Area 
Planning  Council 

94,693 

94,693 

98,481 

Suffolk  County 
Coop.  Extension 

— 

312,924 

237,289 

Service 

Metropolitan  Parks 

4,430,009 

4 

,371,791 

4,175,879 

Metropolitan  Sewerage* 

6,960,774 

— 

— 

M.B.T.A. 

30,999,608 

41 

,211,568 

43,449,386 

Boston  Metropolitan 
District  Expenses 

5,355 

5,355 

5,435 

TOTALS: 

$ 

44,002,850 

$  47 

,478,587 

$  49,736,998 

*Beginning  in  FY' 81,  this  assessment  has  been  charged  to  the  Boston 
Water  and  Sewer  Commission.  (See  Appendix  VI) 

(all  figures  rounded  to  nearest  dollar) 
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EXPLANATION  OF  TERMS 


These  terms  are  used  in  the  following  assessment  descriptions 


Assessment  History:  Contains  the  Boston  assessment  and  the 
total  statewide  assessment  as  listed  in  the  FY' 82 
Cherry  Sheet  Estimates  and  in  the  State  Department  of 
Revenue's  Annual  Report:  FY'80-FY81.  Both  figures  include 
prior  year  under-estimates  which-are  added  to  the  FY'82 
assessment  and  prior  year  over-estimates  which  are 
subtracted  from  the  FY'82  assessment. 

Cherry  Sheet  Item:  This  figure  is  the  number  of  the  assessment 
item  as  it  appears  on  the  FY'82  Cherry  Sheet  (See  Appendix  II), 

Description:  Contains  the  purposes  and  goals  of  the  service 
or  program  for  which  cities  and  towns  are  being  assessed. 

Assessment  Formula:  Describes  the  formula  and  variables  which 
are  used  to  determine  the  size  of  a  community's  assessment. 

Authorization:  Contains  the  citation  for  the  statute  which 
authorizes  the  State  to  charge  cities  and  towns  for  the 
services  and  programs  provided  by  other  governmental  bodies. 
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SPECIAL  EDUCATION 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY 


(Includes  prior  year  over  and  ur.der-estirates  | 


FY'82 
FY'81 
FY' 80 


Boston  Assessment 

$  898,899.00 
733,113.00 
787,118.00 


Statewide 

Assessment 

$  5,169,039.00 
4,134,864.00 
5,283,508.00 


Boston  Assess  as  a 

%  of  Statewide  Assess 

17.4% 
17.7% 
14.9% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITFM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 


B-l 


To  provide  for  an  extensive  and 
eouitable  program  of  special  needs 
education  eouivalent  to  the  cur- 
riculum for  children  of  comparable 
age  and  ability  in  public  schools. 

The  city,  town  or  regional  school 
district  in  which  each  school-age 
child  would  normally  be  eligible 
to  attend  school  shall  pay  to  the 
Commonwealth  the  costs  of  educa- 
ting each  child.   Pavments  per  child 
shall  not  be  less  than  the  average 
per  Dupil  costs  for  pupils  of 
comparable  age  within  the  particular 
city,  town  or  regional  school  dis- 
trict.  Payments  shall  be  deducted 
from  the  annual  distribution  to 
cities  and  towns  under   ch.  58, 
S  13A  (School  Distribution) . 

O.L.  71B,  SS10,  12;  1972,  Ch.  766 
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STATE  SUPERVISION  OF  RETIREMENT  SYSTEMS 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-estimates ) 


Boston  Assessment 

FY'82  $    60,274.63 

FY'81  68,775.73 

FY'80  62,119.35 


Statewide 
Assessment 

$  285,142.23 
334,452.46 
286,606.42 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
of  Statewide  Asse: 

21.3% 
20.6% 
21.7% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


B-3 


The  Commonwealth  provides  actuarial 
services  such  as  calculating  annuity, 
pension  and  retirement  allowances; 
annually  valuating  the  assets  and 
liabilities  of  each  system  and  in- 
vestigating (at  five  year  periods) 
the  mortality  experience  of  the 
retired  members  of  each  system. 

Each  city  and  town  is  assessed  by 
the  state  treasurer  for  the  amount 
of  expenses  attributable  to  it. 

G.L.  Ch.  32  S.  21  (2) 
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MOTOR  VEHICLE  EXCISE  TAX  BILLS 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-estimates ) 


Boston  Assessment 

$  36,202.95 
36,144.60 
32,001.15 

Statewide 

Assessment 

$  671,062.95 
694,412.85 

639, 512.55 

Boston  Assess  as  a 

%  of  Statewide  Assess. 

FY' 82 
FY'81 
FY '80 

5.4% 
5.2% 
5.0% 

CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 


B-4 


The  Commonwealth  administers  the 
printing  and  collection  of  bills 
for  the  Motor  Vehicle  Excise  Tax. 

Each  city  and  town  is  assessed  a 
charge  of  $.15  per  tax  bill  sent 
to  residents  of  that  city  or  town, 
the  total  sum  to  be  determined  by 
the  State  Commissioner  of  Revenue. 

1962,  Ch.  727 
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HEALTH  INSURANCE   ELDERLY  GOVERNMENT  RETIREES 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-estimates) 


Boston  Assessment 

FY'82  $   641,506,37 

FY'81  536,101.34 

FY'80  495,492,09 


Statewide 

Assessment 

$  1,643,196,79 
1,358,418,20 
1,271,618.71 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
%  of  Statewide  Assess 


39,0% 
39.5% 
39.0% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


B-5 


The  Commonwealth  Durchases  insur- 
ance policies  covering  hosoital, 
surgical  and  medical  benefits  for 
elderly  government  retirees  and 
their  sDouses.   Retirees  Day  50% 
and  the  Commonwealth  Days  50%  of 
the  Dremium  costs. 

As  annually  determined  by  the  group 
insurance  commission,  each  city  and 
town  concerned  will  be  assessed  its 
oroportionate  share  of  the  premium, 
surcharge  or  subsidiary  rate,  and 
administrative  expenses.   Dividends 
and  refunds  orovided  by  the  insur- 
ance carrier  are  used  to  reduce  the 
assessments  of  the  cities  and  towns 
according  to  the  expenses  of  each 
city  and  town. 

G.L.  32A,  SS  10B,  (C ) ,  12 
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MOSQUITO  CONTROL  PROJECTS 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-es timates ) 


Boston  Assessment 


Statewide 

Assessment 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
%  of  Statewide  Asses: 


FY 

82 

$ 

86, 

967 

20 

$ 

2 

,674 

226 

93 

3 

3% 

FY 

81 

59, 

324 

28 

2 

266 

327 

32 

2 

6% 

FY 

80 

69, 

445 

51 

2 

206 

348 

42 

3 

1% 

CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


B-J 


To  provide  mosouito  control  service 
to  cities  and  towns  reouesting  it. 

Each  city,  town,  or  group  of  cities 
and  towns  that  form  a  oroject  is 
assessed  an  amount  eaual  to  the  ex- 
pense of  constructing  land  improve- 
ments, including  land  damages,  and 
maintenance  of  these  improvements 
that  aid  mosouito  control  within  its 
boundaries.   The  assessment  formulas 
are  established  bv  the  special  acts 
creating  area  mosouito  control  oro- 
jects  and  are  based  on  X  cents  on 
each  $1,000  of  eoualized  valuation. 
For  the  Suffolk  County  Mosouito 
Project,  the  maximum  allowed  assess- 
ment is  $.05  per  thousand  of  eoual- 
ized valuation  with  the  actual 
assessment  being  approximately  $.02 
per  thousand  of  eoualized  valuation. 


G.L.  Ch.  2  52 


S  5A 
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AIR  POLLUTION  CONTROL  DISTRICTS 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-estimates) 


Boston  Assessment 

FY'82  $  46,667.69 

FY'81  48,797.91 

FY'80  54,313.78 


Statewide 
Assessment 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
%_of  Statewide  Assess 


$ 

709 

,788 

.26 

6. 

6% 

706 

508 

85 

6 

9% 

715 

,165 

.08 

7 

6% 

CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM; 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


B-9 


To  control  air  pollution  in  the 
Boston  metropolitan  area.   The 
District  comprises  the  cities  and 
towns  of  Arlington,  Belmont,  Boston, 
Braintree,  Brookline,  Cambridge, 
Canton,  Chelsea,  Dedham,  Everett, 
Lynn,  Maiden,  Medford,  Melrose, 
Milton,  Needham,  Newton,  Peabody, 
Ouincy,  Revere,  Saugus,  Somerville, 
Wakefield,  Walt ham,  Watertown, 
Weymouth,  Winchester,  WinthroD, 
Woburn ,  and  any  other  cities  and 
towns  which  have  applied  for  ad- 
mission and  been  admitted. 

The  District  shall  operate  air 
sampling  stations  and  devices,  make 
or  perform  routine  and  special  exam- 
inations, inspections,  observations, 
determinations,  laboratory  analyses 
and  surveys;  maintain  records  and 
other  reauired  activities. 

50%  -  according  to  assessed  val- 
uation of  each  member  city  and 
town.   50%  -  according  to  respec- 
tive population  of  each  city  and 
town  in  the  district. 

O.L.  Ch.  Ill,  SP  142B,  142C;  1960 
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METROPOLITAN  AREA  PLANNING  COUNCIL 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-estimates) 


Boston  Assessment 

FY'82  $  98,480.61 
FY'81  §4;6§2j90 
FY'80        94,692.90 


Statewide 

Assessment 

$  467,661.23 
449,674.65 
449,674.65 


Boston  Assess  as  a 

%  of  Statewide  Assess. 

21.1% 
21.1% 
21.1% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM ; 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


B-10 


To  establish  a  metropolitan  area 
planning  district,  and  to  promote 
urban  planning  on  an  areawide  basis 
in  response  to  the  common  urban 
problems  of  Boston  and  surrounding 
communities . 

Assessments  shall  not  exceed  a  sum 
eouivalent  to  $.15  per  capita  of 
the  population  of  the  particular 
city  or  town  excluding  prisoners  in 
state  correctional  institutions  or 
patients  in  institutions  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  State  Depart- 
ments of  Mental  Health  or  Public 
Health.   Any  increases  in  the  assess- 
ment may  be  made  only  by  a  two-thirds 
vote  of  council  members  present  and 
voting  at  a  meeting  duly  called  for 
the  purposes  of  acting  upon  such  an 
assessment . 

G.L.  Ch.  40B,  SS  26,  29;  1974,  Ch  476 
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SUFFOLK  COUNTY  COOP.  EXTENSION  SERVICE 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  ur.der-es timates) 


FY'82 
FY'81 
FY'80 


Boston  Assessment 

$  237,288.97 
312,923.84 


Statewide 

Assessment 

$  274,854.41 
367,411.00 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
of  Statewide  Asses: 


86.3% 
85.1% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 


B-12 


To  provide  programs  that  teach 
better  practice  in  agriculture 
and  home   economics  through 
cooperative  efforts  between  all 
levels  of  government  and  area 
universities,  schools  and  other 
institutions. 

Annually  the  state  expends  an 
amount,  subject  to  appropriation 
eoual  to  seven  cents  on  each  one 
thousand  dollars  of  the  eoualized 
valuations  of  Winthrop,  Boston, 
Chelsea  and  Revere  as  most  re- 
cently reported  by  the  state  tax 
commission.   These  communities 
must  then  reimburse  the  state  in 
proportion  to  their  valuations 
for  the  costs  incurred. 

G.L.  Ch.  128,  SS  44A,  40-45 
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METROPOLITAN  PARK? 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-estinates) 


FY'82 
FY'81 
FY'80 


Boston  Assessment 

$  4,175,879.47 
4,371,790.68 
4, 430, 009. QQ 


Statewide 

Assessment 

$  19,339,61Q.79 
20,469, 942.55 
20,734,242.33 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
%  of  Statewide  Assess 


21.  ' 

21.4% 

21.4% 


CHERRY    SHEEn 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA : 


AUTHORIZATION: 


C-l 


To  provide  for  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  reservations 
and  boulevards  in  the  metropol- 
itan parks  district. 

Maintenance  Costs  -  funding  for 
maintenance  costs  is  provided 
from  three  sources: 
Cities  and  Towns   39% 
Highway  ^und :  60% 
Commonwealth's  General  ^und:  1% 

The  charqe  levied  aqainst  cities 
and  towns  is  assessed  as  follows: 
33%  accordinq  to  Dronortionate 
population  ; 

67%  according  to  proportionate 
eoualized  valuation. 

The  total  assessment  for  the  main- 
tenance costs  of  the  metropolitan 
parks  district  is  based  on  seven- 
twelfths  of  its  appropriation  for 
the  preceding  fiscal  year  and  five- 
twelfths  of  its  appropriation  for 
the  following  fiscal  year. 

Debt  Costs  -  Charges  for  the  costs 
of  interest,  sinking  fund,  and 
serial  or  other  bond  requirements 
are  assessed  according  to  the 
proportionate  ecmalized  valuations 
of  the  district's  cities  and  towns.* 

G.L.  Ch.  92,  SS  54-59A 


*Originally  Boston  and  Cambridge  were  each  assessed 
for  16-2/3%  of  debt  costs  but  that  practice  has  been 
discontinued  in  recent  years. 
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METROPOLITAN  SEWERAGE 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-esti-ates) 


Boston  Assessment 

FY '82        — 

FY'81        -^- 
FY'80   $  6,960,774.29 


Statewide 
Assessment 


$22, 965, 586.59 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
%  of  Statewide  Assess 


30.0% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA : 


C-2 


For  costs  of  the  Metropolitan 
Sewerage  District  to  maintain  and 
operate  main  sewers  and  other  works 
for  a  system  of  sewage  disposal  for 
Arlington,  Belmont,  Boston,  Brain- 
tree,  Cambridge,  Chelsea,  Canton, 
Dedham,  Everett,  Framing ham,  the 
north  sewer  district  of  Hingham, 
Lexington,  Maiden,  Medford,  Melrose, 
Milton,  Natick,  Needham,  Newton, 
Norwood,  Ouincy,  Randolph,  Reading, 
Revere,  Somerville,  Stoneham,  Wake- 
field, Waloole,  Waltham,  Watertown, 
Wellesley,  Westwood,  Weymouth,  Wil- 
mington, Winchester,  Winthrop  and 
Wo burn 


Interest  and  Principal  Requirements 
on  Debt:   Cities  and  towns  are 
assessed  according  to  respective 
populations  and  the  population  equiv- 
alents of  the  industrial  waste  pro- 
duced in  each  city  and  town.   Each 
city  and  town  shall  assess  its  indus- 
trial users  that  portion  of  the 
assessment  for  which  the  user  is 
responsible. 

Operation  and  Maintenance  -  These 
costs  are  assessed  according  to 
respective  population  and  population 
equivalent  of  maior  industries. 

Extension  Construction/Additional  or 
Improved  Services  -  These  costs  are 
assessed  against  cities  and  towns 
which  benefit  from  construction  or 
improvement  s . 
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METROPOLITAN  SEWERAGE 
(Cont.  ) 


AUTHORIZATION:     G.L.  Ch.  92,  SS5  -  8 


*  Beginning  in  ^Y  1981,  these 
charges  have  been  assessed  against 
the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Comm- 
ission.  Appendix  VI  contains 

the  assessments  which  are  now 

charged  against  the  BWSC . 
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MASSACHUSETTS  BAY  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-estinates ) 


FY '82 
FY1  81 
FY' 80 


Boston  Assessment 

$  43, AdQt 386.25 
41,211,567.98 
30,99  0,607.58 


Statewide 
Assessment 

101,983,477.04 
98,161,679.71 
73,926,071.00 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
%  of  Statewide  Assess 

42.6% 
42.0% 
41.0% 


CFERRV  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


D-l 


To  provide  for  a  regional  public 
transit  svstem  for  the  Boston 
metropolitan  area. 

Beginning  in  1966,  if  the  Common- 
wealth shall  be  called  upon  to  pay 
anv  amount  of  the  net  cost  of  express 
service  during  the  previous  calendar 
year,  whether  provided  by  ownership, 
lease  or  contract,  cities  and  towns 
in  the  mbta  system  shall  be  assessed. 
A.  Express  Service- (Rapid  transit  and 
railroad  service) 

1.  75%  as  follows: 

Number  of  commuters  in  each  city 

or  town  in  the  MBTA 

Number  of  commuters  in  the  entire 
MBTA  system 

-  Boston  is  charged  at  least  30% 
of  this  part  of  the  assessment. 

-  The  number  of  commuters  is  det- 
ermined by  the  latest  decennial 
U.S.  Census,  but  if  the  census 
does  not  provide  the  necessary 
data  to  determine  the  number 

of  commuters,  the  MBTA  shall 
determine  that  number. 

2.  2  5%  as  follows: 

Number  of  riders  boarding  all 
express  stations  in  each  city 

and  town  in  the  MBTA 

Number  of  riders  boarding  all 
express  stations  in  the  entire 
MBTA  system. 
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MASSACHUSETTS  BAY  TRANSPORTATION  AUTHORITY 
(Cont.) 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA 
(cond. ) 


-  This  is  assessed  against  cities 
and  towns  with  at  least  one 
express  station  as  of  July  1  of 
the  previous  year. 

-  Rider  counts  shall  be  conducted 
at  least  every  two  years. 


B.  Local  Service  (buses,  trolleys,  etc, 
The  net  costs  of  local  service  are 
assessed  against  the  7  9  MBTA  members 
as  follows: 

50%  in  proportion  to  population 
50%  according  to  where  the  costs 
were  incurred. 


AUTHORIZATION: 


C.  Debt  Service 

These  costs  are  assessed  against  the 
original  14  members  of  the  MBTA  acc- 
ording to  the  express  service  assess- 
ment. (Section  A  above). 

D.  Service  Provided  under  Agreement 
with  Railroads 

50%  according  to  Section  A-l  above. 
50%  according  to  Section  A-2  above. 
-  This  applies  to  all  cities  and 
towns  in  the  MBTA  which  had  at  least 
one  railroad  station  operating  under 
agreement  as  of  the  first  day  of  the 
seventh  month  of  the  fiscal  period 
in  which  the  cost  was  incurred. 
Riders  boarding  at  North,  South,  and 
Back  Bay  Stations  are  not  included 
in  ridership  counts. 


G.L.  Ch. 
SS  6,  7 


161A,  SS  8,  9;  1974  Ch.  825,, 
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BOSTON  METROPOLITAN  DISTRICT  EXPENSES 


ASSESSMENT  HISTORY    (Includes  prior  year  over  and  under-es timates) 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
%  of  Statewide  Assess 


Statewide 

Boston  Assessment 

Assessment 

FY 

82 

$  5,435.49 

$  16,000.00 

FY 

81 

5,354.77 

16,000.00 

FY 

80 

5,354.77 

16,000.00 

34.0% 
33.5% 
33.5% 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


D-2 


Amounts  to  cover  the  costs  of  the 
Metropolitan  District  comprising 
the  original  14  members  of  the 
MBTA:  Arlington,  Belmont,  Brookline, 
Cambridge,  Chelsea,  Everett,  Maiden, 
Medford,  Milton,  Newton,  Revere, 
Somerville  and  Watertown. 

On  or  before  June  15  of  each  year 
the  trustees  of  the  MBTA  staff 
certify  to  the  state  treasurer  the 
amount  reouired  for  the  current  ex- 
penditures of  the  district  beginning 
on  July  1  to  pay  judgements,  bonds, 
expenses  etc.   These  costs  are 
assessed  against  cities  and  towns  in 
proportion  to  their  percentage  of J 
the  district's  total  property. 

1929  Ch.  383,  S.  12;  1954  Ch.  535 
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APPENDICES 


APPENDICES 


Page 

I:       Cherry  Sheet  Reimbursements  Form  (for  cities  A-l 
and  towns) . 

II:       Cherry  Sheet  Assessments  Form  A-2 

III:       Formula  Criteria  Used  in  Determining  A-3 
Boston's  Receipts  and  Assessments 

IV:       Boston's  Population:    1950-1980  A-5 

V:       Boston's  Equalized  Property  Values:   1972-1978  A-6 

VI:       Assessments  Charged  to  the  Boston  Water  and  A-7 
Sewer  Commission 

a.  Metropolitan  Sewerage  A-8 

b.  Metropolitan  Water  A-10 

VII:       List  of  Sources  A-ll 


APPENDIX     I  CS.  1-ER 

JiJhe  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  -  DEPARTMENT  OF  REVENUE 

FINAL  NOTICE  TO  ASSESSORS  OF  FISCAL  1982  ESTIMATED  RECEIPTS 

TO  BE  USED  IN  DETERMINING  THE  TAX  LEVY  F,sca(  1982 

GENERAL  LAWS.  CHAPTER  58,  SECTION  25A,  AND  CHAPTER  59,  SECTION  23 


>,AMF  Of  CITY  OR  TOWN 


Reimbursement  for  Loss  of  Taxes: 

1.  Loss  of  Taxes,  State-owned  Land  G.L.  CH.58,  ss.  13-17B 

2.  Loss  of  Taxes,  Flood  Control  G.L.  CH.  58,  s.  17 

Loss  ol  Taxes,  Abatements  G.L.  CH.  58,  s.  5 

3.  Veterans  Clauses  22A    22E 

4.  Surviving  Spouses  and  Others  Clause  17 

5.  Blind  Persons  Clause  37 

6.  Elderly  Persons  Clause  41,  1977,  CH.  967,  s.  2 

7.  Government  Center  -  Boston  1960,  CH.  635,  s.  8 


Sub-total,  Loss  of  Taxes 

Education  Distributions  and  Reimbursements: 
School  Aid  Distribution  G.L.  CH.  58,  s.  18A 

1.  School  Aid  G.L.  CH.70,  as  amended 

2.  Adjustment,  G.L.  CH.  70,  Net  1979  and  1980  .  . 

3.  Adjustment,  G.L.  CH  70,  1981 


4. 


Sub-total.  School  Aid  Distributions 

5.  Retired  Teachers'  Pensions  G.L.  CH  32,  s.  20121(c) 

6.  Regional  Public  Libraries  G  L.  CH  78,  s  19C     

7.  Outside  Vocational  School  Tiar.spcrtstion  G.L.  CH.  74,  s  8A 

8.  Transportation  cf  Pupils  Cj.L.  CH.  7 1,  ss.  7A  and37D 

9.  School  Transportation  G.I.   CH   71,  s  7B 

10.  Construction  of  School  Precis.  1948,  CH.  645:  1976.  CH.  511    

11.  School  Related  Transportation  G.L.  CH.  71A,  s.  8,  G.L.  CH.  71B,  ss.  13-14. 

12.  Special  Needs  Recreat'oa  G.L  CH.  71B.  s.  11 

13    Tui^    r,  foi  Siatc  Wyrds  G.L.  CH  76,  ss.  7  &  9;  G.L.  CH.  74,  s.  7A 

14.  Res'.ienii  j!  rj  tf.uOl  Costs    

15. 

16.  


Sub-total.  Education  Reimbursements 

Reimbursement  Offset  Items  —  Reserve  for  Direct  Expenditures 

17.  Public  Libraries  G.L.  CH   73.  s.  19A 

18  Racial  Imbalance  G.L.  CH.  76.  s.  12A 

19.  Magnet  Education  G.L.  CH.  71,  ss.  37J  and  37 J 

20.  Equal  Education  Improvement  Fund  G.L.  CH.  15,  s.  11 

21.  School  Lunch  Program  1970,  CH.  871 

22.  Elderly  Lunch  Program  G.L.  CH.  15,  s.  1L,  1970,  CH.  753 

23 


Sub-total,  Education  Offset  Items. 
Sub-total.  All  Education  Items. .  .  . 


C.  General  Government  Reimbursements  and  Distributions: 

1.  Police  Career  Incentive  G.L.  CH.  41,  s.  108L   5 

2.  Cultivation  and  Protection  of  Sbellfish  G.L.  CH.  130,  s.  20 

3.  Water  Pollution  Abatements  G.L.  CH.  21.  s.  37  (Offset  Item!    

4  Federally  Aided  Urban  Renewal  Projects  G.L.  CH.  121    

5.  Non  Federally  Aided  Urban  Renewal  Projects  G.L.  CH.  121    

6.  Veterans'  Benefits  G.L.  CH.  1 15.  s.  6 

7.  Highway  Reconstruction  and  Maintenance  1974,  CH.  825 

8.  Highway  &  Transit  Fringe  MBTA  Communities  1974.  CH  825 

9.  Additional  Assistance  General  Fund  Appropriation  to  Local  Aid  Fund 

10.  Lottery,  Beano,  Charity  Games  G.L.  CH.  29.  s.  2D 

11.  Highway  Fund  G.L  CH.81.S.  31,  1980,  CH.  577,  s  8 

12.  Urban  Redevelopment  Corporation  Excise  GL  CH   121  A.  s.  10 

13.  Retired  Employees,  Cost  ol  Living  3%  Increase 

14.   

Sub-total,  General  Government $ 

D.  TOTAL  ESTIMATED  RECEIPTS S 

A-l 
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APPENDIX    II 


The  Commonwealth  of  Massachusetts  -  DEPARTMENT  OF  REVENUE 

Rscal  1962 


FINAL  NOTICE  TO  ASSESSORS  OF  FISCAL  1982  ESTIMATED  CHARGES 
TO  BE  USED  IN  DETERMINING  THE  TAX  LEVY 


GENERAL  LAWS,  CHAPTER  59.  SECTION  21 


The  following  County  Tax  and  State  Assessments 
as  estimated  and  the  underestimates  from  the  prior 
year  must  be  used  by  the  Assessors  in  determining 
the  Gross  Amount  to  be  raised  by  Taxation.  Over- 
estimates from  the  prior  year  must  be  used  by  the 
Assessors  as  Available  Funds. 

A.  County  Assessments 

1.    County  Tax  G.  L  CH.  35,  s.  31 


County  Hospital  G.  L  CH.  111,  s.  85 

Sub-total.  County 

B.  State  Assessments  and  Charges 

Special  Education  G.LCH.71B,ss.10,12;1972,CH.766 
Audit  of  Municipal  Accounts  G.L.  CH.44,  ss.  41,  46A 
State  Supervision  of  Retirement  System's 

G.  L  CH.  32.  s.  21  (2) 

Motor  Vehicle  Excise  Tax  Bills  1962,  CH.  727 
Health  Insurance  G.  L.  CH.  32A,  ss.  10B  (c),  12: 

Elderly  Governmental  Retirees 

Retired  Municipal  Teachers 

State  Recreation  Areas  Outside  Metropolitan  Parks 

District  G.  L.  CH.  132A,  ss.  4-6 

Mosquito  Control  Projects  G.  L.  CH.  252,  s.  5A 

Air  Pollution  Control  Districts  G.L.  CH  111   ss  142B 

142C;  1960,  CH.  676,  s.  1 '.."... 

Metropolitan  Area  Planning  Council  G.  L  CH  40B 

ss.26,29;  1974,  CH.  476 

11.    Old  Colony  Planning  Council  1967,  CH.  332  '.  '.".' 
Ipswich  River  Watershed  District  1966  CH  682- 
1971,  CH.  16 


Column  1 

Estimates 

to  be  raised 


XAME  Of  CITY  OR  TOW* 


Column  2 
Prior  Year 

Underestimates 
to  be  raised 


Column  3 
Prior  Year 

Overestimates 

to  be  Used  as 

Available  Funds 


1. 
2. 
3. 


5. 
6. 
7. 

8. 
9. 


10 


12 


13.    Suffolk  Co.  Coop.  Ext.  Service  G.L.  CH.  128  s  44A 
14 


Sub-total.  State S 


C.  Metropolitan  District  Assessments 

1.  Metropolitan  Parks  G.  L.  CH.  92,  ss.  54-59A. 

2.  Metropolitan  Sewerage  G.  L.  CH.  92,  ss.  5-8 

3.  Metropolitan  Water  G.  L.  CH.  92,  ss.  26,  26A 

4.  Sewerage  Connection  Charges 

5.  Water  Connection  Charges  and  Entrance  Fees 


Sub-total.  Metropolitan  District S 


D.  Transportation  Authorities 

1      Massachusetts  Bay  Transportation  Authority: 

G.  L.  CH.  161  A,  ss.  8,  9;  1974,  CH.  825,  ss.  6,  7 
Net  Cost  of  Service  -  Jan.  1, 1980  -  Dec.  31,  1980 
After  Commonwealth  Credit  $ 


Boston  Metropolitan  District  Expenses  1929    CH 
383,  s.  12;  1954,  CH.  535 '. 

Regional  Transit  Authorities: 

G.  L  CH.  1618,  ss.  10,  11;  1973,  CH.  1141 

Net  Cost  of  Service  -  July  1 ,  1980  -  June  30,  1981 

After  Commonwealth  Credit  $    ___ 


Sub-total.  Transportation . 


Totals  -  All  Assessments  and  Charges 


A-Z 
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APPENDIX  III 


FORMULA  CRITERIA  USED  IN  DETERMINING  RECEIPTS  AND  ASSESSMENTS 


Property   V 

aluat ions 

Population* 

Program 

Costs 

Other 

Program 

Equalized 

Assessed 

Local 

Beneficiary 

Receipts 

Loss   of   Taxes,    State 

X 

Owned   Land 

Abatements:    Veterans 

X 

Abatements:    Surviv- 

X 

ing  Spouses 

Abatements:    Blind 

X 

Persons 

Abatements:    Elderly 

X 

Persons 

Goverment    Center 

X 

School  Aid    /l 

X 

X 

X 

Teacher's   Pensions 

X 

Regional   Libraries /2 

X 

X 

Trans,    of   Pupils 

X 

School  Trans. 

X 

X 

Construction   of 

x 

X 

School  Projects 

School   Related 

X 

Trans. 

Special  Needs 

X 

Recreation 

Tuition    for  State 

X 

Wards 

Residential  School 

X 

Costs 

Public   Libraries 

X 

Magnet   Education 

X 

Equal  Education 

X 

School  Lunches 

X 

Elderly   Lunches 

X 

X 

Urban   Renewal 

X 

Veteran's   Benefits 

X 

Local  Aid^Additional 

X 

X 

Lottery 

X 

X 

Highways    /3 

X 

X 

Urban   Redevelopment 

X 

X 

Corporation   Excise 

/A 

*  Local  Population:  The  size  of  the  population  in  the  particular  city  or  town 

is  considered. 
Benficiary  Population:  The  size  of  the  population  in  the  particular  city  or 

town  which  uses  or  benfits  from  the  program  or  service 
is  considered. 


N-B-  In  many  cases,  combinations  of  criteria  are  used  to  determine  receipts 
and  assessments. 
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APPENDIX  III  (Cont.) 
FORMULA  CRITERIA  USED  IN  DETERMINING  RECEIPTS  AND  ASSESSMENTS 


Property  Valuations 


Prcgraa 


Assessements 

Special  Education 
Retirement  Systems 
Motor  Vehicle  Excise 

Tax  3ills    A5 
Health  Insurance 
Mosquito   Control 
Air  Pollution 
Metropolitan  Area 

Planning   Council 
Suffolk  County   Coop. 

Ext.    Service 
Metropolitan  Parks 
Metropolitan 

Sewerage    /6 
H.B.T.A./7 
Boston  Metropolitan 

District   Expenses 


X 
X 


X 

X 


Population* 


Equalized  I  Assessed   Local 


X 

X 


X 
X 


Beneficiary 


Program 
Coats 


X 

X 


Other 


X 
X 


*  Local  Population:  The  size  of  the  population  In  the  particular  city  or  town 

is  considered. 
Benflclary  Population:  The  sice  of  the  population  in  the  particular  city  or 

town  which  uses  or  benfits  from  the  program  or  service 
is  considered. 

■'■B.  In  many  cases,  combinations  of  criteria  are.  used  to  determine  receipts 
and  .assessments. 


NOTES 


1.  The  average  state-wide  expenditure  for  education  is  also  considered. 

2.  Boston  also  receives  $.10  per  resident  of  the  Commonwealth. 

3.  The  formula  also  considers  the  highway  mileage  and  the  number  of  registered 
vehicles  in  the  particular  city  or  town. 

4.  Each  city  and  town  receives  the  Urban  Redevelopment  Corporation  Excise  revenue 
generated  from  corporations  within  its  city  or  town  limits. 

5.  Cities  and  towns  are  charged  $.15  per  tax  bill  sent  to  their  residents. 

6.  The  population  equivalent  of  major  industries  is  also  considered.   Also  since 
1981,  this  assessment  has  been  charged  to  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer  Commissic 

7.  Boston  must  pay  at  least  30%  of  the  costs  for  express  service. 
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APPENDIX  IV 

BOSTON'S  POPULATION:  1950-1980 

1950:  799,300 

1960:  688,306 

1970-  641,071 

1975:  637,900 

1980:  562,582 

Sources:  1950,1960,  1970  and  1980:  Federal  Census, 
1975-  Massachusetts  State  Census. 

Information  supnlied  by  BRA  Research. 
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APPENDIX    V 

BOSTON'S    EQUALIZED    PROPERTY   VALUES:     1972-1980. 

1972:    $2.1    billion 

1974:    $2.6   billion 

1976:    $3.6    billion 

1978:    $3.8    billion 

1980:    $5.2    billion 

Sources:    BRA    Research  and   the  Massachusetts'    Department   of 
Revenue. 
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APPENDIX  VI 

ASSESSMENTS  WHICH  ARE  NOW  CHARGED  TO  THE  BOSTON  WATER  AND 
SEWER  COMMISSION  (BWSC) 

Certain  assessments  are  now  charged  to  the  Boston  Water  and  Sewer 
Commission  (BWSC)  which  was  created  in  1977  to  oversee  the 
ownership,  control  and  operation  of  the  Citv's  water  distribution 
and  sanitary  sewerage  systems.   The  BWSC  has  promulgated  a  c 
schedule  of  rates  and  charges  for  its  water  sewer  services  and 
it  is  empowered  to  issue  revenue  bonds  and  notes  which  do  not 
represent  debt  or  obligation  on  the  City.   Conseouentlv,  the 
City's  property  tax  revenues  are  not  used  to  fund  water  and 
sewer  services. 

The  BWSC  pavs  the  assessments  for  Metropolitan  Water  (since  FY'8n) 

and  Metropolitan  Sewerage  (since  FY*81);  these  assessments  are 

Daid  from  BWSC  revenues  are  not  included  in  the  City's  list 

of  Cherry  Sheet  charges.   Descriptions  of  these  two  assessments 

follow. 
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APPENDIX  VI    (Cont.) 
METROPOLITAN    SEWERAGE     (charqed    to    Boston    Water    &    Sewer   Commission) 

ASSESSMENT    HISTORY         (Includes    crior    year    over    and    under-est imates) 


Boston  Assessment 


Statewide 
Assessment 


FY'82  ?,202,730.88-BWSC  N/A 

FY '81  7,342,3  92.52-BWSC  N/A 

FY' 8  0  Charged    to    the   City   of    Boston: 


Boston  Assess   as   a 

%    of    Statewide   Asses: 

N/A 
N/A 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


C-2 


For  costs  of  the  Metropolitan 
Sewerage  District  to  maintain 
and  operate  main  sewers  and 
other  works  for  a  system  of 
sewage  disposal  for  Arlington, 
Belmont,  Boston,  Braintree, 
Cambridge,  Chelsea,  Canton, 
Dedham,  Everett,  Framingham, 
the  north  sewer  district  of 
Hingham,  Lexington,  Maiden, 
Medford,  Melrose,  Milton, 
Natick,  Needham,  Newton, 
Norwood,  Ouincy,  Randolph, 
Reading,  Revere, Somerville, 
Stoneham,  Wakefield,  Walpole, 
Waltham,  Watertown,  Wellesley, 
Westwood,  Weymouth,  Wilmington, 
Winchester,  Winthrop  and  Wobrun. 

interest  and  Principal  Require- 
ments on  Debt:   Cities  and  towns 
are  assessed  according  to  respect- 
ive populations  and  the  population 
eauivalents  of  the  industrial  waste 
produced  in  each  citv  and  town. 
Each  city  and  town  shall  assess  its 
industrial  users  that  portion  of  the 
assessment  for  which  the  user  is 
responsible. 

Operations  and  Maintenance  -These 
costs  are  assessed  according  to 
respective  population  and  popula- 
tion eauivalent  of  major  industries. 


*FY'82  and  FY '81  BWSC  assessments 
were  not  included  in  total  state- 
wide assessments. 
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APPENDIX  VI  (Cont.) 
METROPOLITAN  WATER  (Cont.) 


Extension  Construction/Additional 
or  Improved  Services  -   These 
costs  are  assessed  against  cities 
and  towns  which  benefit  from  con- 
struction or  improvements. 

AUTHORIZATION:        G.L.  Ch.  92,  SS.  5  -  8 
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APPENBIX  VI:    (Cont. ) 
METROPOLITAN   WATER    (charged    to    Boston    Water    &    Sewer   Commission) 


ASSESSMENT   HISTORY         (Includes   prior    year   over   and    under-estimates) 


Boston   Assessment 

FY' 8 2  11,8  7  9,7  50.88-BWSC 

FY'81  7, 342,392. 51-BWSC 

FY' 8  0  12,531,2  51.52-BWSC 


Statewide 
Assessment 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


Boston  Assess  as  a 
of  Statewide  Assess 

N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


CHERRY  SHEET 
ITEM: 

DESCRIPTION: 


ASSESSMENT 
FORMULA: 


AUTHORIZATION: 


C-3 


To  cover  the  City's  share  of 
Metropolitan  Water  District 
costs.   The  District  comprises 
the  towns  of  Arlington,  Belmont, 
Boston,  Brookline,  Chelsea, 
Everett,  Lexington,  Maiden, 
Milton,  Medford,  Melrose,  Nahant, 
Newton,  puincy,  Revere,  Somerville, 
Stoneham,  Swampscott,  Watertown  and 
Winthrop. 

For  cities  and  towns  that  were 
members  of  the  district  and  were 
supplied  with  water  by  the  dis- 
trict: $20.00  per  million  gallons 
x  estimated  consumption,  taken  as 
the  number  of  million  gallons  of 
water  consumed  in  the  previous 
year . 

G.L.  Ch.  92,  SS.  26,  26A 

*  BWSC  assessments  are  not  inclu- 
ded in  statewide  total  assessments. 
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